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Abstract 
Many four-year institutions accept community college transfer students at mid-
year (i.e., second semester) to recuperate declines in fall semester enrollments (Britt & 
Hirt, 1999). Students entering mid-year may face unique challenges adjusting and find 
that the institutional support to assist in their adjustment that is available to students 
entering in the fall is missing in the spring. This comparative study aimed to explore and 
explain adjustment of community college transfer students who began in the fall and mid-
year terms at a large, public, Midwestern, four-year university. Similar to others, this 
university admits nearly one in four of its community college transfer students in the 
spring semester (institutional data, 2006). Tinto (1993) regards the adjustment process as 
the first step of students becoming integrated in the university community and integration 
is known as a predictor positively associated with student persistence. Prior research 
indicates that students experience difficulty adjusting after transferring, which can 
influence their persistence and success (Laanan, 2001). 
Responses from 373 community college transfer students indicated that the 
adjustment to the research site produced several significant relationships between 
adjustment and the term transferred. Of most interest, mid-year students were less aware 
of institutional resources to aid in the transition and experienced a more difficult social 
adjustment, particularly because they did not attend or find campus activities they 
attended as helpful in building social connections with their peers. To gain further insight 
additional data were collected from small group interviews and open-ended responses on 
the survey, which produced 569 statements that were cluster coded (Miles & Huberman, 
1994) into 31 clusters of the three primary categories of adjustment (social, academic, 
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and personal). These data suggested there were distinct differences largely in the social 
and personal adjustment categories between fall and mid-year transfer students. A cluster 
that emerged was term of entry, indicating mid-year transfer students perceived their 
adjustment as harder than experienced by students who started in the fall. This study 
contributes to the literature on community college transfer student adjustment and 
increases awareness about how time of transfer influences that adjustment process.  
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I dedicate this to all community college transfer students who experience difficulty 
adjusting to life at a four-year institution…you are not alone  
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Chapter 1 
Introduction 
In the United States, the cyclical starting point for secondary and higher education 
is in the fall. August and September are months synonymous with ―going back to 
school,‖ as noted by myriad newspaper advertisements, television commercials, and sales 
found nationwide at retail stores. The National Education Commission on Time and 
Learning, Prisoners of Time Report (1994) claimed:  
Time is the missing element in our great national debate about learning and the 
need for higher standards for all students. Our schools and the people involved 
with them…are prisoners of time, captives of the school clock and 
calendar…which governs how families organize their lives, how administrators 
oversee their schools, and how teachers work their way through the curriculum. 
(p.1) 
 
Although this report was directed at K-12 education, there are strong parallels to higher 
education. There too, admissions, curriculum calendars, student support services, campus 
orientations, and institutional policies are generally geared towards the fall as the 
academic starting point. Nearly 77 % of all first-time entrants begin in the fall semester 
(Tinto, 1993), leaving 23% to start at irregular times, either the following academic term 
(i.e., semester or quarter), or during summer session.  
Four-year institutions increasingly admit transfer students mid-year to supplement 
their fall freshman enrollments (Britt & Hirt, 1999). According to Cedja (1994), 
community college transfer students are a factor in stabilizing or increasing enrollments 
at some four-year institutions. Mid-year transfer students can account for a sizeable 
portion of the transfer population at some institutions. For example, at the research site, a 
large, public four-year university, the percentage of mid-year transfer entrants has 
steadily been around 25%. For the 2007-2008 academic year 24.4% (n = 436) of all 
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community college transfer students (n = 1,781) entered mid-year (institutional data, 
2008).  
Some community college students could perceive transferring mid-year as an 
efficient and attractive option. Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) reported that continuous, 
uninterrupted attendance from beginning to completion is positively correlated with 
degree attainment. From this vantage point, transferring mid-year is more beneficial than 
delaying entry until fall because students continue enrollment at the collegiate level 
without interruption, albeit continuing at different postsecondary institutions. This could 
be a viable option for community college transfer students not following the traditional 2 
+2 transfer path, which is described as the upward function of community college 
students transferring to a four-year institution after they have completed an associate‘s 
degree (Townsend, 2001). Palmer and Pugh (1993) found that only six percent of 
baccalaureate graduates from six Virginia universities followed the traditional 2 + 2 
transfer path that includes earning an associate‘s degree prior to transferring.  
On the other hand, the timing of when community college students transfer could 
be a limiting factor that impedes students‘ adjustment and acclimation to a four-year 
campus. Mid-year community college transfer students may experience difficulty by 
starting at an irregular time for numerous reasons. First, many institutional support 
services and resources designed to help students adjust to campus life are offered during 
the fall semester only. Barefoot (2000) reported that precollege orientations are found on 
nearly every college campus and that these events occur in the fall. Welcome weeks, 
academic convocations, mentoring programs, first-year seminars, and student club and 
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organizational resource fairs are all designed to aid in the adjustment of entrants who 
enroll in the fall (Upcraft, Gardner, & Associates, 1989).  
Aside from having fewer resources, there are other potential challenges that mid-
year community college transfer students may face. Cuseo (1998) points out that a main 
barrier for community college transfer students is overcoming curricular challenges, such 
as registering after current students, attending larger classes, and finding that not all of 
their credits transfer. For community college students transferring mid-year, an additional 
academic challenge might be selecting courses. Many second term courses are sequenced 
to follow fall courses, which could possibly disadvantage mid-year community college 
transfer students who lack the necessary prerequisite courses. Pascarella and Terenzini 
(1991) suggested that educators view the curriculum as a sequence of learning events, 
with courses building on preceding courses. Carleton (1998) substantiates the importance 
of course sequence in his study, which analyzed transcripts of 529 adult, part-time 
business students at a private liberal arts institution, and found that the sequence of 
courses taken can impact learning outcomes. Mid-year community college transfer 
students may have little choice but to enroll in courses out of sequence. A similar 
difficulty facing mid-year community college transfer students is that they may have 
taken a prerequisite course at a community college and discovered that the course did not 
adequately prepare them for subsequent courses at the four-year institution (Whitfield, 
2005).  
Another challenge facing mid-year community college transfer students is the 
possible lack of financial aid available. The U.S. News and World Report (February, 22, 
2005) indicated that students transferring mid-year may not be eligible for some grants 
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because students who enter in the fall consumed all of the funds allocated to the campus 
for the academic year. This is because some grants are limited and awarded on a first-
come, first-serve basis, with fall being the most typical time in the academic calendar to 
make the awards. The federal financial aid priority deadline set in March, nearly 10 
months before mid-year community college transfer students make the transition, also has 
the potential to put mid-year transfer students at a disadvantage in terms of financial aid. 
Additionally, mid-year community college transfer students in many areas of the 
country begin classes at a time when inclement weather could deter them from interacting 
socially and make travel conditions hazardous for students commuting to campus. 
Inclement weather can have a detrimental impact on campus life because it forces 
students inside for academic, social, athletic, and other activities. The mid-year 
community college transfer student likely faces greater weather-related challenges than 
fall community college transfer students at many institutions across the country. 
Students transferring mid-year will also likely find that the spring semester is not 
a primary recruiting season for many campus employers or student organizations. Many 
of these organizations select their leaders for the following academic year during the 
spring semester, possibly disadvantaging mid-year transfer students seeking a leadership 
position in their first year at a four-year institution. Also, mid-year transfer students who 
choose to live in campus residence halls may discover that they need to make decisions 
regarding their rooming assignments for the following academic year only a couple of 
weeks into their first semester (Britt & Hirt, 1999). Mid-year transfer students, unlike 
those who transfer in the fall who have spent months getting to know their roommate and 
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other residents, are asked to make decisions regarding their future housing assignments 
only a few weeks after arriving on campus.  
These potential challenges unique to mid-year transfer students have not been the 
foci of scholarly research in the community college literature, as most empirical work on 
the adjustment process of community college transfer students at four-year institutions is 
based on the experiences of students who transfer in the fall semester. An extensive 
search of databases, such as ERIC, WilsonPlus, InfoTrac, and Google‘s scholar search 
engine using search terms ―mid-year transfer student; spring semester transfer student, 
transfer student adjustment, and community college transfer student adjustment,‖ 
revealed only one study exploring the adjustment of mid-year community college transfer 
students, conducted by Britt and Hirt (1999). They concluded that mid-year community 
college transfer students experienced three general types of difficulty adjusting 
(academically, socially, and personally) to the four-year campus. Basing their results on 
interviews of 25 mid-year community college transfer students and 16 staff members at a 
mid-Atlantic university these results are informative but lack generalizeability. More 
importantly, their results have not been validated or expanded upon by other research at 
other institutions in the same locale or in different areas of the country.  
Understanding the adjustment process of students that transfer at an irregular time 
is important because adjustment is regarded as the first step to students becoming 
integrated (i.e., involved), which in turn, positively correlates with student persistence 
(Astin, 1993; Tinto, 1993). According to Pascarella and Terenzini (2005), the adjustment 
after entering college can be similar to a cultural adjustment, which means that students 
need to adapt and learn how to interact formally and informally in the new academic and 
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social environments. Tinto states ―Persistence to college requires individuals to adjust, 
both socially and intellectually to the new and sometimes quite strange world of college‖ 
(1993, p.45).  
 Noteworthy for his theoretical contributions to higher education research, Tinto 
(1998) summarized much of the literature on retention, claiming that the more 
academically and socially involved students are, the more likely they will persist. Tinto‘s 
(1993) model of institutional departure indicates that students bring various pre-entry 
characteristics, a commitment to the four-year institution, and goal to graduate. Tinto 
(1993) then suggested that the institutional experiences, that is the informal and formal 
interaction with peers and faculty members shape the level of academic or social 
integration. This integration is referred to as becoming competent members in the 
academic and social communities of the institution. Integration has been noted as having 
direct correlations with student persistence. Therefore, the adjustment factors that may 
lead to integration are important factors to study. 
 
Statement of the Problem 
This study elaborated on the theoretical frameworks that explore and investigate 
institutional experience factors that shape integration. The process of theory elaboration 
allows researchers to hone in on a particular aspect of a theory, to delve deeply into the 
meaning of the particular aspect under investigation, and apply new concepts from other 
theoretical perspectives to gain a greater understanding of part of a theory (Braxton, 
Milem, & Sullivan, 2000). This study engaged in theory elaboration using Tinto‘s (1993) 
Longitudinal Model of Institutional Departure and explored the initial institutional 
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experiences that community college transfer students have as they adjusted to a four-year 
university (see figure 1). Applying Astin‘s (1993) Inputs, Environment, and Outputs 
model (I-E-O) of Student Involvement allowed this study to gain a deeper understanding 
of the adjustment process through a comparison of the experiences of mid-year and fall 
community college transfer students. Laanan (2001) claimed that it is imperative for two- 
and four-year institutions to explore factors of the transfer process in order for institutions 
to better serve transfer students.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 1. Elaboration of Tinto‘s (1993) model of institutional departure.  
Understanding the variables associated with adjustment is important because 
direct correlations have been made to student persistence. Wrenn (1935) found that 
 
Academic 
Performance 
Faculty/Staff 
Interactions 
Formal 
Informal 
 
Extracurricular 
activities 
Peer Group 
Interactions 
Formal 
Informal 
Academic System 
Social System 
Institutional Experiences 
Academic 
Integration 
Social 
Integration 
 
 
 
 
Pre-entry 
characteristics 
 
&  
 
Goal and 
institutional 
commitment  
 
&  
 
External 
commitments  
A 
D 
J 
U 
S 
T 
M 
E 
N 
T 
 
P 
R 
O 
C 
E 
S 
S  
Time and environmental variables 
 8 
 
transfer students needed as long as direct entering freshman students to adjust to a new 
campus environment. Numerous studies provide ample evidence that transfer students 
from community colleges experience difficulty adjusting to public four-year institutions 
(Astin, 1977; Bauer & Bauer, 1994; Britt & Hirt, 1999; Berger & Malaney, 2003; Cejda, 
Kaylor & Rewey, 1998; Davies & Casey, 1999; Laanan, 1998, 2001; McCormick & 
Carroll, 1997; Owens, 2009, Townsend, 1993, 1995; Townsend & Wilson, 2006).  
Due to the important relationship that integration may have to student persistence, 
it is critical to understand the process in which students adjust socially, academically, and 
personally to the institution. One important factor that has not been investigated in prior 
research on college student adjustment is the element of the timing in which the transition 
occurs. Specifically, there is a gap in the literature regarding the adjustment of mid-year 
community college transfer students compared to community college students 
transferring at the beginning of the fall semester. Much of the prior research on 
adjustment to college is in the areas of psychological, sociological, and climatic 
adjustments. There are many reasons why community college students may experience 
difficulty adjusting after transferring to a public four-year institution. Institutional size, 
location, average class size, faculty to student ratio, and academic rigor are often 
differences found between two- and four-year institutions (Astin, 1993). Community 
college students transferring mid-year may face additional challenges and find fewer 
campus resources to help with their adjustment process. 
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Purpose of the Study 
 The purpose of this sequential mixed method exploratory study (Creswell, 2003) 
was, first, to quantitatively examine and compare the adjustment process of community 
college transfer students who began in the fall to those who began mid-year. The central 
question guiding the quantitative phase was as follows: What differences are there 
between fall and mid-year community college transfer students as they adjust to a public, 
four-year institution? The second phase of this study aimed to explore the adjustment of 
fall and mid-year community college transfer students through the use of small group 
interviews. The central question guiding the qualitative inquiry was as follows: How is 
mid-year community college transfer student adjustment different from that of those 
entering in the fall? The study was conducted during fall 2008 and spring 2009 at a large, 
doctoral, public, Midwestern university that is noted for its extensive community college 
transfer enrollment.  
 
Research Questions 
The following research questions guided the quantitative phase of this study: 
RQ1. Do fall and mid-year community college transfer students attending a 
public, four-year institution differ on demographic and situational variables?  
 
 RQ2.  Controlling for demographic and situational variables are there differences 
in the adjustment (social, academic, personal) of fall and mid-year community 
college transfer students at a public, four-year institution? 
 
RQ3. Controlling for demographic and situational variables are there differences 
in awareness of institutional resources (programs, services, activities, and staff) 
available to assist in the adjustment of fall and mid-year community college 
transfer students at a public, four-year institution? 
 
RQ4.  Controlling for demographic and situational variables are there differences 
in the usage of institutional resources (programs, services, faculty and staff) 
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available to assist in the adjustment of fall and mid-year community college 
transfer students at a public, four-year institution? 
 
RQ5. Controlling for demographic and situational variables does the awareness 
or use of institutional resources influence the adjustment (social, academic, 
personal) of fall and mid-year community college transfer students at a public, 
four-year institution? 
 
The research question that was addressed through the qualitative phase of this study is: 
 RQ6. What factors are perceived to influence the adjustment of community 
college transfer students entering in the fall compared to those entering mid-year 
at a public, four-year institution? 
 
 
Significance of the Study 
In the first part of the twenty-first century, the bachelor‘s degree has quickly 
become viewed as a necessity, just as having a high school diploma was during the mid-
1950s (Wellman, 2002). The Bureau of Labor Statistics (2005) reports that 76% of the 
fastest growing occupations covered in the 2006-07 Occupational Outlook Handbook 
between 2004 and 2014 will require an associate‘s degree or higher, with 50% of these 
occupations requiring a bachelor‘s degree or higher. Individuals who obtain a bachelor‘s 
degree earn 77% more, over a lifetime, than those who do not attend college (Institute for 
Higher Education Policy, 1999). In the last ten years this number has not changed 
drastically. The U.S. Census Bureau (2009) reports those with a bachelor‘s degree, on 
average, earned approximately $20,000 more a year than individuals who only had a high 
school diploma and projected that over a lifetime bachelor degree holders earned over 
71% more than high school graduates.  
These statistics are powerful evidence of the importance of the baccalaureate 
degree to the upward economic and social mobility of U.S. citizens, and they foreshadow 
 11 
 
the growing impact of baccalaureate attainment in the future. Students who start out at a 
two-year institution planning to earn a bachelor‘s degree are 15-20% less likely than 
students who begin at a four-year institution to do so (Fiske, 2004).  
The rising cost of tuition, changing student demographics, and increased need of 
high school graduates requiring some remediation has more students turning to the local 
community college for their initial entrance point into higher education (Pascarella & 
Terenzini, 2005; Wellman, 2002). According to Bradburn and Hurst (2006), more than 
two-thirds of students beginning at a community college intend to earn at least a 
bachelor‘s degree. However, a recent study from the National Center for Educational 
Statistics (NCES), utilizing data from the Beginning Post Secondary student survey, 
(BPS:1996/2001) indicates that only 36% of community college students who expressed 
intent to complete a bachelor‘s degree actually transferred and only 13% earned a 
bachelor‘s degree within six years (Berkner, He, & Cataldi, 2002). The significance of 
these results is amplified by results of a voluminous literature review by Pascarella and 
Terenzini (1991, 2005), that concluded that transferring is the only option for many 
minority and low-income students to gain access to a four-year baccalaureate degree.  
The 2006 Spellings Commission report, ―A test of leadership: Charting the future 
of U.S. higher education‖ calls for greater accessibility and accountability in American 
higher education. The study of the transfer process is valuable and timely, because two- 
and four-year institutions need to be held accountable to help transfer students persist and 
successfully earn a baccalaureate degree. This study will contribute to the literature on 
transfer adjustment by providing a comparative understanding of the experiences of mid-
year and fall transfer students. With nearly half of the undergraduate population enrolled 
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in two-year institutions (AACC, 2006), transferring is essential to provide access to the 
baccalaureate degree. After summarizing much of the current literature on transfer 
student adjustment, Laanan (2001) claims that ―studying and understanding the complex 
process associated with transfer is of central importance to maintaining access in higher 
education‖ (p. 5). Additionally, Britt and Hirt (1999) conclude their study of mid-year 
transfer student adjustment, stating that ―more research is needed to examine issues that 
transfer students confront and institutional practices that influence their transition‖ (p. 
200).  
Understanding the transition to college and transfer between two- and four-year 
colleges is important because approximately 50% of all students enrolling in higher 
education end up leaving (Braxton, Hirschy, & McClendon, 2004). Since prior research 
has established that student persistence is linked to social and academic integration 
(Astin, 1993, Tinto, 1993), exploring the adjustment process that may lead students to 
such integration is crucial. Gumm (2006) contends that officials of most colleges address 
the adjustment needs of transfer students with the same programs intended and designed 
primarily for incoming freshmen. Such a one-size-fits-all perspective is of concern 
because community college transfer students are extremely diverse students, potentially 
facing a host of different challenges in adjusting to a four-year institution. Townsend and 
Wilson (2006) conducted a qualitative study and discovered that some transfer students 
felt isolated because concerns about adjustment seemed to be focused on students 
entering from high school. Accepting that community college transfer students receive 
less attention than high school entrants, community college transfer students who enter 
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mid-year may be even further marginalized relative to their fall community college 
transfer counterparts.  
This study helps fill in the gap in the limited existing knowledge about mid-year 
community college transfer students and their adjustment. Relatively little is known about 
this often sizeable population of students at many institutions that supplement their fall 
enrollments with mid-year transfer students. Enrollment managers and admissions 
directors always try to achieve the perfect balance of students admitted, and academic 
departments and student affairs departments rely on the institution to meet their 
admission goals. If the institution fails to attract a large enough body of fall freshmen, or 
if a number of these students leave the institution in the fall semester, one response some 
institutions take is to recoup these losses with the acceptance of mid-year transfer 
students.  
The research site for this study consistently had between 23 and 27% mid-year 
community college transfer student enrollments over the last five years (institutional data, 
2008). Because this population of students is sizeable within the entering student body, it 
is important to understand their experiences. According to Flaga (2002), before 
institutional practices can be developed to support the transition process, there is a need 
to have a clear understanding of transfer students‘ experiences. Understanding the 
experiences of community college transfer students entering the institution at different 
times is necessary for the development of programs and services that may assist in their 
adjustment process. Enhancing the adjustment process for community college transfer 
students who enter at different times may lead to increased retention rates and graduation 
rates for these students.  
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Definitions, Delimitations, and Limitations 
 Definitions. There are numerous definitions of transfer in higher education. 
Cuseo (1998) provides a basic, broad definition of transfer. He claims transfer is simply, 
―the movement of a student from one post-secondary institution to another…‖ (p.1). For 
many institutions, this definition is too vague, and operationally needs to be defined with 
specific requirements, such as students needing to have a certain number of credit hours 
and a particular GPA in order to transfer. The research institution for this study did not 
have a limitation on a minimum number of credit hours to be considered a transfer 
student. However, many institutions use a 12-credit hour minimum and this study was 
limited to only including community college transfer students with 12 or more credit 
hours. This is based on the assumption that those with less than 12-credit hours likely will 
be similar to direct entering students in their adjustment process. There is support for this 
based on Adelman (2005) who defines transfer students as any student that has attended 
more than one institution and earned at least 10 academic credits.  
This study only concerned the adjustment of transfer students who are coming 
from public, two-year community colleges in the state of the research site. Therefore, the 
term transfer will be used to refer to the community college transfer student, unless 
specifically stated otherwise. A community college is defined as any institution regionally 
accredited to award the associate of arts or associate of science as their highest degree 
(Cohen & Brawer, 2003).  
The term mid-year transfer refers to community college students transferring 
during the spring semester in January, which is also referred to as winter term or second 
semester on many campuses. A traditional age student is defined as a student under the 
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age of 25, whereas non-traditional will refer to students 25 and older (Kim, 2002). A 
commuter student is defined as any student living off campus, categorized by the number 
of miles away from campus. A non-commuter or residential student refers to students 
living in university owned and operated campus housing (Jacoby, 1989).  
 Based on prior research, it is understood that students transferring between 
institutions will experience some type of an adjustment process (Laanan, 2001). Britt and 
Hirt (1999) suggest that the adjustment of community college transfer students falls into 
one of three categories–academic, personal, and social. Adjustment for this study 
describes the process in which community college transfer students adapt or conform to 
the new collegiate experience and environment. Specifically, Tinto (1993) suggests that 
students‘ experiences with institutional social and academic involvement factors lead to 
their becoming competent members, or in his terms, integrated into the collegiate 
community. Although integration is commonly separated into academic and social 
integration, there is vagueness in how each is defined (Hurtado & Carter, 1997). The 
notion of integration can be used to suggest participation in campus activities or it can 
also have behavioral and attitudinal dimensions (Hurtado & Carter, 1997; Tinto, 1993). 
Integration for this study means the establishment of a competent membership, in other 
words, a sense of belonging, along with the knowledge and skills necessary to be 
successful in the collegiate environment (Tinto, 1993). For this study, adjustment is 
identified as the initial institutional experience factors that may lead to such integration. 
Thus, adjustment refers to students‘ ability to adapt through a series of social, academic, 
and personal experiences that lead them to feeling integrated, or having achieved 
competent membership within their new college community. 
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 Delimitations. Every study has a number of delimitations that prevent research 
findings from being generalizable and true for all people at all times (Bryant, 2004). This 
study is delimited to community college transfer students who matriculate from 
community colleges within the state to one public, four-year institution of higher 
education within one state at one point in time, defined as the semesters of spring 2008 
and fall 2008. 
 Limitations. A limitation of this study is that it is a cross-sectional design at a 
single institution. The findings may differ from those obtained for this study if the data 
were gathered longitudinally; at multiple times throughout the adjustment process 
(Bryant, 2004). Additionally, the adjustment process is likely to be different at varying 
institutional types, sizes, and geographical locations; however, this study is limited to one 
institution to expedite the research process. To strengthen the design, this study utilizes a 
quantitative, comparative group design that provides for the possibility of generalization 
to other four-year institutions having similar characteristics. 
Another possible limitation is the institutional policy at the research site that 
grants benefits to individuals who transfer from a regionally accredited institution and 
earn an Associate of Arts or Associate of Science degree. Specifically, community 
college transfer students that meet these criteria enter the research institution with all 
general education requirements met and with the junior class standing (research site‘s 
web site, 2009). Entering with all general education requirements met may improve 
students‘ academic adjustment and, therefore, enhance the adjustment experienced by 
these students.  
 17 
 
An advantage to using a mixed method approach is that it reduces limitations 
associated with single method studies (Tashakkori & Teddlie, 1998). Still every research 
method has strengths and limitations. First, some students could leave the institution prior 
to the time the survey is administered and this study would miss capturing those students‘ 
experiences and recruiting them to participate in small group interviews. Another 
limitation to using a questionnaire is the reliance on a high response rate. A low response 
rate may not adequately represent the population being sampled. Additionally, the results 
generated from a survey are only as generalizable to the population as the sample is 
representative of the population (Creswell, 2005). Using an online survey may limit 
responses to only individuals with access and competence using a computer (Dillman, 
2000). Steps will be taken to ensure that all students have access to a computer to 
participate in the study.  
The validity and reliability of this study may be influenced by the use of self-
reported data. Both the questionnaire and the small group interviews require that 
participants reflect upon and retell their experiences in a way that honestly and accurately 
portrays them. In the qualitative interviews, my involvement with participants could be 
another limitation. Since the researcher is the primary data collection instrument in 
qualitative studies, my interactions with the participants could potentially influence the 
participants‘ perceptions of their adjustment. 
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Chapter 2 
Review of Literature 
 Current literature was reviewed to provide a context to understand the adjustment 
process experienced by community college transfer students. This chapter will 
specifically review the ―transfer function,‖ definitions of transfer, characteristics of 
students who attend community colleges and transfer to four-year campuses, prior 
research on the adjustment process of transfer students, and conceptual frameworks 
guiding this study. Support for this study was garnered through the use of primary and 
secondary sources from peer-reviewed journals, books, articles, dissertations, and 
research studies presented at academic and professional conferences. The main search 
criteria included library article and book searches, the WilsonPlus Educational search 
engine, the ProQuest digital dissertations database, the ERIC database, and the Google 
web search engine. The following terms were used: mid-year transfer; spring semester 
transfer; irregular time transfer, transfer student adjustment, college adjustment, 
community college transfer student persistence, transfer student involvement, community 
college transfer student adjustment, and many combinations of these terms. 
 
History of Community Colleges and the Transfer Function 
Preparing students to transfer to a four-year, baccalaureate degree granting 
institution has been a foundational pillar of the public junior college mission since its 
beginning with Joliet Junior College in 1901 (Brint & Karabel, 1989; Cohen & Brawer, 
2003; Dougherty, 1994). According to Lange (1918), the dual purpose of early junior 
colleges was to prepare students academically for their junior and senior years at four-
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year institutions and to provide the thirteenth and fourteenth year of education before 
individuals entered the workforce. Long before the first junior college, four-year 
institutional leaders, such as Henry Tappan, President of Michigan in 1852, called for the 
development of a freshman and sophomore preparatory institution (Cohen & Brawer, 
2003). This type of institution became imperative after the Civil War and the creation of 
the federal Land Grant Act of 1862, which first sparked mass attendance in American 
higher education (Rudolph, 1990; Geiger, 2005). With some four-year institutions aiming 
to become great American universities with a focus on research, and the discovery of new 
knowledge in prestigious academic disciplines (law, medicine, and the sciences), many 
institutions placed less emphasis on preparing first- and second-year students (Brint & 
Karabel, 1989). According to Zook (1927), there was a distinct divergence between 
secondary and post-secondary education, due to the lack of integrated administrative 
oversight. This presented a need for higher education to do more to meet secondary 
education needs in preparing students for upper divisional study. The development of 
junior colleges filled this void by providing a local connection to secondary education 
that helped meet the preparatory demands of higher education.  
 In addition to becoming a central focus of junior colleges, the transfer function is 
a unique and defining characteristic of American higher education (King, 1994). Federal 
support through efforts such as the Serviceman‘s Readjustment Act of 1944 (GI Bill), 
increased the influx of individuals entering the stream of higher education after World 
War II. The increased number of students entering higher education made the transfer 
function an important means for many students in society to obtain access to a 
baccalaureate degree. However, prior to President Truman‘s 1947 Commission report, 
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―Higher Education for Democracy: A Report of the President's Commission on Higher 
Education,‖ the public two-year institution was still not considered a conventional piece 
of American higher education. The Truman Commission, as it is commonly known, gave 
importance and credibility to these institutions as a means of educating those within the 
communities they served and providing a pathway toward the baccalaureate for all 
students. This brought about the shift in name from junior colleges to community 
colleges. Knoell (1990) describes the junior colleges of the time as nothing more than 
high schools with ashtrays, as many of these junior colleges were housed in secondary 
education buildings. Regardless, students viewed the community college as a means to an 
end, as nearly two-thirds of students enrolled in community colleges prior to the 1960s 
were taking baccalaureate preparatory courses (Kintzer & Wattenbarger, 1985).  
For many individuals, community colleges and the transfer function became an 
attractive means to obtaining higher education due to lower tuition, locality of 
community colleges, and the open-door access provided through low admission standards 
(Cohen & Brawer, 2003). Although community colleges did not provide free education of 
the thirteenth and fourteenth year, as the Truman Commission had called for, they did 
provide a viable, cost efficient option for many Americans.  
The 1940‘s through the 1970‘s was the most expansive period in American higher 
education (Cohen & Brawer, 2003; Geiger, 2005). The increasing enrollments caused 
higher education institutions, including community colleges, to turn to federal support to 
provide the necessary funding to build and develop campuses (Cohen, 1998). During this 
time period, the proportion of people attending college nearly tripled from 15% to 45% 
(Geiger, 2005). The U.S. Census Bureau reported that community college enrollments 
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between 1950 and 1970 rose by 750% (Brint & Karabel, 1989). From 1965 to 1972, 
community colleges opened at a rate of more than one per week (Geiger, 2005). The 
American Association of Community Colleges website (2006) for community college 
growth by decades reports over 497 new community colleges were established between 
1961 and 1970. In 1972, Cohen calculated that it would take 1,075 community colleges 
to adequately serve the nation (Cohen & Brawer, 2003). With the number of community 
colleges stabilizing at just over 1,100 his prediction was fairly accurate. Cohen and 
Brawer (2003) claimed that since community colleges were a close commute for most 
state residents, this increased their college attendance more than their open-access 
policies. Thus, the pouring of concrete solidified the community college‘s place in the 
American higher education system.  
Once community colleges were considered a conventional piece of American 
higher education, they quickly widened and expanded their educational mission to 
become comprehensive institutions serving a multitude of purposes and students (Deegan 
& Tillery, 1985). In the period following the late 1960‘s and early 1970‘s, community 
colleges attempted to deemphasize the transfer mission (Brint & Karabel, 1989; 
Dougherty & Kienzl, 2006). Community colleges began to serve a number of other 
curricular purposes, that is assisting students who needed remedial education, providing 
adult and continuing community education, and offering career and technical education to 
meet the vocational needs of students and the communities in which the community 
colleges were located (Cohen & Brawer, 2003; Cross, 1985). Ravitch (1983) shared that 
some of the expectations placed on these community colleges were to do everything from 
help preserve democracy, eliminate poverty and lower the crime rate and unemployment, 
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as well as help assimilate immigrants, raise health standards, prevent traffic accidents, 
refine moral character in students, and guide young people into useful occupations. 
Community colleges have been described as ever-changing since they serve local 
communities and must adapt their mission to meet societal needs. According to Bragg 
(2006), community colleges have the most expansive mission and purpose of all 
American higher educational institutions. Yet, despite the rapid growth and expanding 
mission, preparing students to transfer to four-year institutions is still a central function 
(Brint & Karabel, 1989; Laanan 2001).  
The purpose of two-year public institutions has been a controversial topic in 
American higher education (Dougherty, 1994). Critics claim that community colleges 
were primarily established to increase the selectivity of four-year institutions, and that 
attending a community college actually hinders students from gaining a baccalaureate 
degree (Brint & Karabel, 1989; Dougherty, 1994; Karabel, 1972; Zwerling, 1976). In 
Brint and Karabel‘s (1989) ―The Diverted Dream,‖ it is suggested that the community 
college‘s vocational mission diverts low-income, low-ability, and racially and ethnically 
diverse students who have access to the community college away from transferring to the 
baccalaureate degree. Burton Clark (1960) presented the notion that community colleges 
―cool out‖ students from academic-focused degrees and careers by counseling students 
into career and technical programs. On the other hand, advocates, as cited in Cohen and 
Brawer (2003), claim community colleges and the transfer function extend access to 
students who otherwise may have had no other means of accessing educational 
opportunities (Bogue, 1950; Medsker & Tillery, 1971; Monroe, 1972; Wellman, 2002).  
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The explosive increase in enrollments throughout the second half of the twentieth 
century also presented the need for an increase in transfer agreements and articulation 
guidelines between two- and four-year institutions and within state educational systems. 
Cohen and Brawer (2003) define articulation as the movement of students and the 
student‘s academic credits from one institution to another. Kintzer and Wattenberger 
(1985) share that most states in the mid 1980‘s still negotiated transfer at the institutional 
level, causing institutions to have many concurrent agreements in place. Laanan (1998) 
suggests that the purpose of articulation is to facilitate the flow of students and coordinate 
institutional programs in order to reduce duplicating and overlapping of courses. Further, 
he identifies three primary types of articulation currently operating in all fifty states; 
formal and legal policies, state-wide system policies, and negotiated agreements between 
institutions. Since the 1960‘s, individual states have started initiating formal state-wide 
articulation agreements to enhance the transfer process between institutions within their 
boundaries (Jacobs, 2004). Ignash and Townsend (2001) found that 34 out of 43 
participating states had state-wide articulation agreements, of which 15 of those states 
had developed their agreements in the mid-1990s. The primary aim of these articulation 
agreements is to enhance the transition of credits and provide a ―smooth‖ experience for 
students moving between institutions (Ignash & Townsend, 2001).  
Although articulation initiatives in Illinois started after the 1960s, Bartlett and 
Abel (1995) report that, in 1990, the Illinois Board of Higher Education (IBHE) worked 
with the Illinois Community College Board (ICCB) to establish formal state-wide 
transfer and articulation agreements. Through the creation of the Illinois Articulation 
Initiative (IAI), two- and four-year colleges currently have an open forum to plan, 
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compare courses, and, more importantly, communicate to students the courses that 
transfer credit. The Illinois Articulation Initiative is a voluntary statewide transfer 
agreement among 110 participating two- and four-year Illinois public and independent 
institutions that have approved more than 18,000 courses (IBHE Website, 2007). 
According to the IBHE, over 2 million visits to the IAI (itransfer.org) website occur 
annually (IBHE website, 2007). Articulation agreements and initiatives vary state by 
state. There is no national constructed articulation agreement, as most state systems of 
higher education differ. This can make it difficult for out-of-state transfer students to 
ensure that their credit transfers.  
 
Transfer Definitions 
Along with the wide variance by states in articulation initiatives and agreements 
to help students, institutions, and faculty enhance the movement of credits, there is an 
even greater variance in how the notion of transfer is defined in higher education. As 
mentioned in Chapter 1, conceptually, the notion of transfer is very easy to understand. 
Cuseo (1998) suggested that it is simply the movement of students and their academic 
credits between two different institutions. A more detailed conceptual definition of 
transfer is provided by McCormick and Carroll (1997), ―Transfer can be defined as a 
transition between post-secondary institutions, in which the second institution (the 
receiving institution) grants the student credit for coursework taken at the first institution 
(the sending institution)‖ (p.1). However, the notion of transfer becomes increasingly 
complex when criteria are placed to operationalize these broad definitions. There are 
multiple understandings and interpretations to operational definitions of transfer. Each 
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definition invariably shapes how the rate or percentage of students that transfer is 
calculated, the characteristics of students that transfer, and the issues or barriers 
experienced in the transfer adjustment process. McCormick and Carroll (1997) point out 
that a broad definition, such as theirs, includes students who might not normally be 
considered as transfer students. 
Romano and Wisniewski (2003) discuss the differing definitions regarding 
transfer in a paper they presented at the 45
th
 annual conference of the Council for the 
Study of Community Colleges (CSCC) in Dallas, TX.  
From the 2-year college perspective, a liberal definition of transfer might count as 
any student who has ever taken a single credit course and moved on to a 4-year 
college as a transfer. Or, using a more restrictive definition, one could count only 
community college graduates of a given year as possible transfers. Alternatively, 
colleges might calculate a transfer rate based only on those students who indicated 
that transfer was their intention when they entered the community college. In fact, 
many community colleges seem to prefer restricting the transfer data to the latter 
category, because a large number of students nationally do not enter the 2-year 
college with the intention of transferring. (p. 2) 
 
The closest to a national definition of transfer is one presented by Arthur Cohen in 1989, 
for the Center for the Study of Community College‘s Transfer Assembly Project. This 
definition is used directly in determining the rate of transfer of students between two and 
four-year institutions. 
All students entering the two-year college, in a given year, who have no prior 
college experience and who complete at least 12 college credit units, divided into 
the number of that group who take one or more classes at a university within four 
years. (Cohen & Sanchez, 1997, p. 24) 
 
Clearly, Cohen‘s definition fails to address or explicitly excludes students who 
have earned less than 12 college credit hours at a two-year college. Students that have 
prior collegiate experience that have transferred between two institutions laterally (two-
year to two-year or four-year to four-year) are left out as well. Also, this definition may 
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include students who have earned more than 12 credit hours who co-enroll 
simultaneously at two or more institutions. Using multiple national longitudinal data sets, 
Peter and Cataldi (2005) discovered that 59% of first-time bachelor degree recipients that 
graduated in 1999-2000 had attended more than one institution, with approximately 11% 
being co-enrolled.  
Townsend (2002) investigates numerous transfer rate studies and claims, ―the 
major difficulty in determining transfer rates is deciding which students are to be 
included‖ (p.15). Students who co-enroll, participate in dual enrollment, do not earn an 
associate‘s degree, and were reverse transfers transferring back to another four-year to 
complete their baccalaureate degree are often discounted and ignored in some transfer 
rate studies (Townsend, 2001). She concludes that disagreements over how transfer 
students are defined make it nearly impossible for a commonly agreed rate of student 
transfer to be adopted nationally.  
Cohen and Brawer (2003) point to four-year colleges and universities as using 
broad definitions to indicate that somewhere between 30% and 60% of students 
graduating with a baccalaureate degree have community college credits. Although this is 
commonly associated with transfer, many researchers indicate this is in response to the 
increased mobility of students ―swirling‖ in and out of academic institutions, co-enrolling 
patterns, and transferring prior to earning a degree (Adelman, 1999; Palmer, 2000; 
Townsend, 2000).  
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Community College Transfer Student Characteristics 
The types of students transferring from community colleges are as diverse as the 
types of students that attend community colleges. Cohen and Brawer (2003) describe 
community college students using two words, ―number‖ and ―variety‖ (p.37). More than 
100 million students have been served by these two-year institutions since their inception 
(Philippe & Patton, 1999). The AACC website (2006) indicates that 11.6 million students 
are annually served by 1,187 American community colleges. This equates to nearly 45% 
of all undergraduate students in the United States being enrolled in two-year institutions 
(AACC website, 2006).  
These students attending community colleges are also the most diverse in 
American higher education (Cohen & Brawer, 2003; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). More 
ethnic minority students, English language learners, first-generation college students, 
adult students, and students from low-income families attend community colleges than 
any other institutional type in American higher education (Boswell & Wilson, 2004). 
Four-year institutions wishing to diversify their campus may turn to accepting more 
community college transfer students due to the highly diversified student body. Nearly 
half of African-American and Asian/Pacific Islander undergraduate students and more 
than half of Hispanic and Native American undergraduate students attend community 
colleges (AACC, 2006). Phillippe and Patton (1999) contend that the Hispanic population 
is the fastest growing racial/ethnic group attending community colleges. For many of 
these students, the transfer function of the community college may be their only doorway 
towards attaining four-year baccalaureate degrees (Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005).  
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In addition to racial and ethnic diversity, Phillippe and Patton (1999) report that 
46% of community college students are over the age of twenty-five and thus are 
considered non-traditionally aged. However, the majority of community college students 
are between the ages 18 and 24, despite the mean age being 29 (AACC, 2006; The 
Chronicle of Higher Education, Almanac edition, 2006). Nearly 70% of traditional-aged 
community college students (18-24) attend full-time (Phillippe & Patton, 1999). It has 
been well-documented that nearly two-thirds of community college students enroll part-
time in less than 12 credit hours of courses (AACC, 2006; Berkner, Horn, Clune, 2000; 
Voohrees, 2000). Part-time attendance also coincides with the number of community 
college students that work full-time. In a national study of undergraduates in post-
secondary education institutions in 2003-2004, conducted for the NCES, Horn and 
Griffith (2006) found that 79% of community college students work, averaging 32 hours 
a week, and that 41% have full-time jobs. Additionally, 61% of community college 
students are independent and approximately one-third are married and have children with 
close to one-fourth being single parents (Horn & Griffith, 2006). Community colleges 
also serve a sizeable population of students (13%) who report that English is not the 
primary language spoken in their household (Phillippe & Patton, 1999). 
Students who are also characterized as non-traditional may be less likely to 
complete their post-secondary education (Horn, 1996). Described by Horn, the traditional 
student is one who graduates from high school, enrolls immediately as a full-time college 
student, is dependent on their parents or family members for financial support, is not 
married and has no dependents, and does not work or only works part-time. With these 
demographics characterizing traditional students, the NCES (2002) reported that nearly 
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seven out of ten college students fall into the category of non-traditional. Furthermore, a 
NCES report by Hoachlander, Sikora, and Carroll (2003) indicated that 54% of 
community college students from the National Educational Longitudinal Study 1988 data 
set (NELS-88) had one of the following risk factors that may cause them to leave post-
secondary education in comparison to the 35% of students that enter four-year 
institutions. Many non-traditional students have competing priorities such as children, 
family, and working for a living that may interfere with attaining their post-secondary 
educational goals. For community college students who decide to transfer, these risk 
factors could also shape their adjustment after they transfer to the new institution.  
Students‘ reasons for attending community colleges are just as varied as their 
backgrounds. The geographical proximity, low admission standards (open-access), low-
cost tuition comparatively to that of four-year institutions, the ability to transfer credits, 
the comprehensive course offerings, and the flexibility to attend part-time while 
maintaining an occupation are several reasons students from diverse backgrounds favor 
community colleges (Grubb, 1999; Phillippe & Patton, 1999: Wellman, 2002). 
Additionally, a growing number of students are choosing to attend community colleges to 
take remediation courses. Community colleges are also finding that close to 50% of their 
incoming first-time students are assessed as unprepared for collegiate level coursework 
(Roueche & Roueche, 1999).  
It is not surprising that many community college students choose to commute, 
since geographical proximity is a primary reason for attendance, unlike most four-year 
colleges and universities. The 2005 Community College Survey of Student Engagement 
(CCSSE) indicated that most community college students (93%) commute to class, with 
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21% of participants self-reporting that they commute between six and twenty hours per 
week. Since most two-year institutions lack residence halls, the number of students that 
commute is not surprising. Students who commute and transfer to four-year institutions 
may find themselves facing a number of adjustment challenges. Jacoby (1989) found 
commuter students relied more on off campus support (i.e. friends and family) rather than 
on campus support. Additionally, Kodama (2002) discovered that commuter and transfer 
students reported feeling marginalized and that they mattered less than non-commuters 
and direct entering freshman students to the institution. Another possible disadvantage 
facing transfer students who choose to commute might be the distance to a four-year 
institution compared to community colleges. Cohen & Brawer (2003) reference that one 
of the benefits to attending community colleges is that they are often conveniently 
located for students who are geographically limited. Therefore, community college 
transfer students commuting to a four-year university may find it to be a longer commute, 
which in turn, may negatively impact adjustment factors, such as finances (costs more to 
travel further), their ability to spend as much time at home, studying, or at a local 
occupation.  
It is important to remember that not all community college students aspire to, or 
actually do, transfer. In fact, only one out of five community college students (22%), 
from the Beginning Post-secondary Students (BPS) 1989-1994 national data set, 
transferred to a four-year institution (McCormick & Carroll, 1997). For college and 
universities to help with the adjustment of transfer students, it is important to identify 
commonalities among those students that choose to transfer.  
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Fredrickson (1998) reported on more than 4,700 transfer students in the 
University of North Carolina system and found that the typical (mean) transfer student 
was employed part-time, was 26 years of age, and was female. Even with the large 
sample of transfer students, this study can only be generalized to students within this 
unique state system. However, McCormick and Carroll‘s (1997) national study, using 
longitudinal data from the Beginning Post-Secondary Students data set (BPS 1989 -
1994), support Frederickson‘s claim. Another study by Dial-Driver (1990) also noted that 
the typical community college transfer student was a female, 28 years of age, who attends 
college part-time, and comes from a mid-to-lower socioeconomic status. One explanation 
is that a greater percentage of women than men attend community colleges, regardless of 
age (Phillippe & Patton, 1999). Fredrickson (1998) also found demographic differences 
among transfer students were related to their choice of major. For example, more women 
transferred into the school of nursing and, conversely, more men transferred into the 
college of engineering. These findings reflect traditional major choice demographics of 
students who start at four-year institutions.  
Aside from gender differences, community college transfer students may be a 
means for four-year institutions to create more diverse campus climates. Phillippe and 
Patton (1999) share that nearly 48% of students who transferred from community 
colleges are racially and ethnically minority students. Using data from the National 
Longitudinal Study of the Class of 1972 (NLS 1972) and 1980 HS&B data, Grubb (1991) 
reported that a considerable number of minority students who received baccalaureate 
degrees began at two-year institutions.  
 32 
 
Cohen and Brawer (2003) suggest that the students least likely to transfer are 
adults and students who attend part-time. Location, cost, and other priorities may limit 
the feasibility of these students successfully transferring. However, transfer students, in 
comparison to students who started out at four-year institutions, were more likely to have 
non-traditional student characteristics. Johnson (1987) explained that in comparison to 
―native‖ four-year students, community college transfer students were typically older, 
less socially and academically self-confident, less motivated, had lower academic 
abilities, were more likely to be married and have dependents, and more likely to be 
employed. In a quantitative study, with an instrument equivalent to the Higher Education 
Research Institute‘s CIRP freshman survey, Keup (2006) surveyed incoming transfer 
students at UCLA and found that even when transfer students have the same level of 
academic ability as direct entry students, they tend to have lower academic self-
confidence. 
 Another defining characteristic of transfer students is the program or educational 
track that transfer students were enrolled in at their community college. The majority of 
transfer students are enrolled in transfer track programs, such as Associate of Arts or 
Associate of Science degree programs. Berkner, Horn, and Clune (2000) used data from 
the national High School and Beyond data set (HS&B 1995-1996) and report that nearly 
32% of students in applied associate degree programs transferred to a four-year 
institution compared to 52% of students who were in transfer or liberal arts associate 
degree programs. Fredrickson‘s (1998) study also found that 70% of the students were on 
the traditional associate degree track, while the other 30% were Associate of Applied 
Science (AAS) degree students. Eggelston and Laanan (2001) contend that this number 
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actually is slightly higher, indicating that nearly 50% of transfer students are from career 
and technical education (CTE) and, therefore, AAS programs.  
Lee and Franks (1990) using the 1980 national High School and Beyond (HS&B) 
data set, found that transfer students were more likely to be from higher social class 
families and of traditional age (18-24) and less likely to be minority students or women in 
comparison to non-transfer community college students. Lee and Franks (1990) claim 
that these transfer students had an equal chance at obtaining a baccalaureate degree as 
those who directly entered a four-year institution after high school. In a follow-up study 
using the same data set, Lee, Mackie-Lewis, and Marks (1993) noted that students who 
transferred from community colleges to four-year institutions had a slightly lower 
socioeconomic status than students who directly entered four-year institutions following 
their high school graduation. It is also important to note that these studies are only 
generalizable to the high school graduating class of 1980 and that the HS&B 1980 data 
set contained relatively few minorities.  
In their NCES national study based on longitudinal data, Peter and Cataldi (2005) 
found that nearly twice as many younger, dependent, traditional-age students (58%) 
attended more than one institution compared to independent, non-traditional students 
(27%). They also discovered that the longer students were enrolled, the more likely they 
would develop persistence risk factors, such as financial independence, full-time 
employment, part-time attendance, and, perhaps, taking care of dependents. Despite a 
main purpose of community colleges to prepare students through completion of the first 
two years of undergraduate course work, many students transfer prior to earning a degree 
or certificate (Cohen & Brawer, 2003; Dougherty, 1992; McCormick & Carroll, 1997). 
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Among those who did not earn an associate‘s degree, Lee and Franks (1990) reported that 
transfer students typically earn more credits at community colleges than those who do not 
transfer. McCormick and Carroll (1997) found that 78% of community college transfer 
students transferred without a degree or certificate. In a more recent study, Townsend and 
Ignash (2000) reported that nearly 66% of community college students who transfer do so 
prior to earning an associate‘s degree.  
Another area of research concerning a factor that could have an impact on the 
adjustment process of transfer students is the notion of whether the transfer student began 
at the community college with the intentions to transfer. If students perceive their time at 
a community college as preparatory work for a degree at a four-year institution, they may 
be more aware of some of the adjustments they will face, or be more prepared for the 
adjustment. However, there is variability in the percentage of community college students 
who begin with intentions of transferring to obtain a baccalaureate degree. Bradburn, 
Hurst, and Peng (2001) using the NCES 1990 Beginning Postsecondary Students 
Longitudinal Study (BPS 1990/1994) data set, reported that 71% of beginning 
community college students anticipated earning a bachelor‘s degree or higher. In another 
national study, Hoachlander, Sikora, and Horn (2003) analyzed the NELS:1988 
longitudinal data and found that 63% of students who graduated high school in 1992 and 
entered a community college the following year were aiming to earn a baccalaureate 
degree. A 2004 study partnered by the AACC and the American Association of State 
Colleges and Universities (AASCU) titled ―Access to the Baccalaureate,‖ found that only 
42% of community college students stated intentions to earn baccalaureate degrees. The 
2005 CCSSE reported that 47% of community college student respondents indicated they 
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were ―likely‖ or ―very likely‖ to transfer to a four-year institution. In a smaller study of 
487 students who earned at least 12 credit hours in the 1998-1999 academic year from ten 
of Michigan‘s community colleges, Monroe (2002) found 61% of his sample indicated 
that they had intended to transfer to a four-year institution. In the mid-1980s, Dougherty 
(1987) reported that intent of community college students was between 30% and 40% to 
aspire to earn a baccalaureate degree.   
Regardless of differences in intentions, the discouraging fact of the matter is that 
far fewer students actually successfully transfer. Approximately half of community 
college students whose intent is to earn a baccalaureate degree upon entrance end up 
transferring to a four-year institution (Wellman, 2002). The ―Improving Access to the 
Baccalaureate‖ report, written by the AACC and the American Association of State 
Colleges and Universities (AASCU) (2004), shared that only 26% of students that attend 
community colleges actually do transfer. McCormick and Carroll (1997) shared that 
approximately 25% of community college students or 40% of community college 
students who indicated they intended to transfer to a four-year institution successfully 
did. Nora and Rendón (1991) suggested that this number is even a bit smaller with only 
15% to 20% of community college students transferring to a four-year institution. 
Conklin (1993) found that about 40% of community college students enrolled in transfer 
track courses, and only 10% of those students transferred to a four-year institution. Lee 
and Frank (1990) found from the HS&B 1980 data set that only 25% of the 1980 
graduating class who attended community colleges actually transferred.  
The literature shows that students transferring from a community college to a 
four-year public institution experience a great deal of change (Laanan, 2001). In order to 
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help provide a ―seamless transfer‖ experience both two-year and four-year institutions 
need to understand the process in which students adjust to their new campus.  
 
Transfer Adjustment Process 
Research on adjustment of transfer students is fairly extensive; however it has 
traditionally focused more on outcomes rather than on the process itself. As transfer 
students move from a community college to a four-year institution, it has been well 
documented that they may experience a number of academic and social adjustment 
challenges (Berger & Malaney, 2003; Britt & Hirt 1999; Cejda, 1994, 1997; Diaz, 1992; 
Graham & Hughes, 1994; House 1989; House & Keely 1993; Laanan 1996, 1998, 2001, 
2004; Owens, 2009; Richie, 2004; Townsend, 1993, 1995; Townsend & Wilson, 2006). 
Understanding these students‘ experiences is essential for two- and four-year institutions 
to help transfer students persist and successfully graduate. Laanan (1996) and Pascarella 
and Terenzini (2005) indicate that for many community college students, especially 
minority students, the transfer function is likely the only access and educational 
opportunity these students have toward earning a baccalaureate degree, thus emphasizing 
the importance of researching the adjustment processes they experience.  
Transferring institutions is a complex process that can be affected by the student, 
the receiving institution, the sending institution, and possibly, state-wide articulation 
coordinators (Jacobs, 2004). Laanan (2003) reports community college students who 
transfer to senior institutions experience a difficult adjustment process and that the drop 
out rate is high among these students. Comparison studies with non-transfer or ―native‖ 
students on academic performance indicate that transfer students have lower GPAs and 
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are more likely to drop out or end up on academic probation (Laanan, 2001). The process 
begins with students at two-year institutions exploring the notion of transfer, learning 
how and when to apply, getting accepted and being admitted to their academic program. 
They need to learn what credits transfer and are accepted, and, especially, acclimate and 
become accustomed to their new four-year institution and culture. Everything from 
developing new friendships, learning about campus resources, and responding to the 
differences in classroom instruction may influence a transfer student‘s ability to 
successfully integrate into a new community. Laanan (2003) claims that once at four-year 
institutions, students who experience difficulty integrating into the academic and social 
environments are at risk of not persisting. 
 Academic adjustment process. Largely, studies on the transfer adjustment 
process have used quantitative measures to examine integration from the standpoint of 
using GPA and graduation rates (Davies & Dickmann, 1998; Townsend & Wilson, 
2006). Steinmann, Pope, and Miller (2004) conducted an analysis of academic research 
journals for community college transfer and found that the majority of studies on the 
transfer process were quantitative and focused on academic challenges associated with 
transferring. One of the most cited studies of transfer students and academic performance 
is Hill‘s (1965) study that investigated prior research conducted between 1928 and 1964. 
Hill (1965) found that transfer students experienced, what he coined as, ―transfer shock,‖ 
a drop in their GPA the first semester following the transfer. Hill (1965) discovered that 
transfer students‘ GPA increased proportionally to the length of time they were enrolled, 
and that native students (those who directly entered the four-year institution) 
outperformed transfer students in GPA assessment. Hill (1965) concluded that students 
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who began at a community college and transferred were academically inferior to those 
who began directly at a four-year institution. 
Nearly 30 years later, Diaz (1992) completed a meta-analysis of 62 studies on 
transfer student success that identified a change in transfer students‘ GPA. She found that 
79% of these studies indicated that transfer students experienced ―transfer shock,‖ but at 
a relatively low magnitude of half a point or less. Furthermore, 67% of those who 
experienced ―transfer shock‖ regained their loss of GPA, usually by the completion of 
their first year at the senior institution. A key finding by House (1989) regarding transfer 
shock was that the time of transfer, defined in his study by the number of credits 
transferred, had a significant impact on GPA, graduation rates, and dismissal rates of 
transfer students. From a large sample of 14,689 student records at a large, Midwestern, 
four-year university, House (1989) found that transfer students with a junior class 
standing upon entering earned higher grades, graduated at higher rates, and had lower 
dismissal from the university than students who had transferred in as freshmen or 
sophomores. 
 Townsend (1995) interviewed nine transfer students who were enrolled at a 
university and surveyed sixteen transfer students who had left the institution and looked 
for themes in how the community college and university environments shaped the 
transfer process. She found that students described the university as having higher 
academic standards than community colleges and that respondents felt unprepared to 
attend that university. One theme that emerged was that transfer students perceived the 
university as a competitive environment and that they needed to be self-reliant as they 
perceived their peers who entered directly after high school were reluctant to be helpful. 
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Transfer students also perceived their direct entering peers (freshmen) as more prepared 
and serious than community college students.  
 Kearney and Kearney (1994) investigated the transition and persistence of 
community college students to a four-year campus using a single institutional, 
longitudinal study of 131 persisters and nonpersisters, and found that community college 
transfer students had very high, perhaps unrealistic, expectations of program quality, 
variety of courses that would be offered, and the faculty‘s ability to teach at the 
university. Their research suggested that community colleges and four-year institutions 
needed to do a better job of communicating expectations throughout the transfer process 
to enhance greater transfer student satisfaction, fit, and, essentially, persistence.  
 Social adjustment process. Research on social adjustment of transfer students is 
a relatively recent development as indicated by Laanan (1996). In addition to academic 
performance adjustment issues, these recent studies have found that transfer students 
experience various personal and social adjustment issues as well (Britt & Hirt, 1999; 
Laanan, 1998, 2004; Richie, 2004; Townsend, 1995; Townsend & Wilson 2006). 
Braxton, Sullivan, and Johnson (1997) and Braxton, Hirshy, and McClendon (2004) 
found from a meta-analysis of other empirical studies that social integration, especially at 
residential universities, had a more significant role in predicting student persistence than 
academic integration. Berger and Malaney (2003) reported that student satisfaction is 
associated with persistence for undergraduate students, and, specifically, found that high 
levels of social interaction among transfer students lead to greater persistence.  
 Bauer and Bauer (1994) sought to identify how community colleges prepared or 
hindered students‘ academic and social adjustment to public four-year institutions. They 
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surveyed 92 students who completed roughly the same number of hours at a community 
college and at a four-year university. Nearly 33% of the respondents self-reported 
difficulty with making friends at the university and 31% shared they struggled to meet 
new people. Furthermore, many students (nearly 30%) reported personal self confidence 
issues after transferring and had difficulty fitting in socially and academically at their 
four-year institution. Of course a limitation is that there were no freshmen surveyed to 
provide a comparison to their experiences.  
 Keup (2006) used the Transfer Student Survey (TSS) at the University of 
California Los Angeles (UCLA) and found that 61% of 1,140 respondents (a 42% 
response rate) rated themselves as ―above average‖ among their peers in their social self-
confidence. Interestingly, nearly 77% felt they were ―above average‖ or in the ―highest 
10 percent‖ relative to their peers on their academic ability. Only 46% felt they were 
above average in their ―mathematical ability‖ (Keup, 2006). Additionally, Keup (2006) 
compared incoming transfer students using the TSS with incoming freshmen who took 
the Cooperative Institutional Research Program‘s (Freshman Survey) and found that 
transfer students had higher self-confidence than entering freshman respondents, but 
lower confidence in their academic and math ability.  
According to Britt and Hirt (1999) who conducted focus group interviews with 25 
students transferring mid-year at a regional, Atlantic university, transfer students 
disclosed feeling confident in overcoming their academic and personal difficulties after 
transferring, but shared concern with their ability to socially connect with their peers. 
Participants reported feeling isolated and found the most difficult part of their adjustment 
to the institution was in making friends. Britt and Hirt also interviewed administrators 
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who shared that they believed this was in part due to the lack of institutional resources 
available to mid-year transfer students. Unfortunately Britt and Hirt (1999) failed to 
disclose background information about their participants and how demographic variables 
related to their academic and social adjustment. Additionally there is no comparison to 
fall transfer students. Despite these limitations, the study is valuable as it aligns with 
other studies that also support the difficulty transfer students have socially connecting 
with their peers, regardless of demographic variables. 
Harrison‘s (1999) used a mixed-method approach, combining interviews and a 
Student Adaptation to College questionnaire to investigate the transfer process of 12 
transfer students, including both traditional age and non-traditional age students. Harrison 
found similar results to Britt and Hirt (1999), indicating that students reported feelings of 
initially being lost, and reported difficulty establishing friendships with the current 
student body at their four-year institution. Additionally, participants reported that, in 
comparison to the culture of the community college, classes were more difficult, the 
atmosphere was more competitive among the students, and the faculty seemed less 
interested in teaching students at the public, four-year institution.  
 Harbin‘s (1997) study also supports prior research with findings that transfer 
students self-reported concerns of not knowing other students and feeling isolated and all 
alone at the four-year campus. In a qualitative study Townsend and Wilson (2006) further 
substantiate this with their findings. They noted that transfer students felt that the 
institutional activities designed to help students adjust to the institution were designed for 
freshmen and made them feel even more separated or isolated. On many large 
universities, academic convocations and a host of social events, such as student 
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organizational fairs, are designed at the beginning of the academic year to help freshman 
students socially connect with other students, staff, and faculty. However, Townsend and 
Wilson‘s (2006) study suggests this may have a reverse impact on transfer students. Also 
supporting this claim, Smith‘s (1999) dissertation study specifically investigated the 
concept of ―mattering‖ through the perceptions of 161 community college transfer 
students using the Mattering Scales for Adults in Higher Education (MHE). He found that 
nearly one third of the participants expressed that they perceived that they did not matter 
to the university in comparison to their experiences at the community college and that 
they found the university to be less student-centered than the community college. 
Harbin‘s research is supported by Owens‘s (2009) qualitative study based on interviews 
with 57 community college transfer students, indicating that 60% (n=34) suggested 
feelings of marginality. 
 Laanan‘s (1998) cross-sectional dissertation study of 717 students who transferred 
to UCLA from 64 different community colleges found that academic and social 
involvement on the four-year campus were significant factors in predicting a positive 
transfer adjustment process. Furthermore, he found that the overall adjustment process 
was similar for traditional and non-traditional transfer students. However, 
racially/ethnically, Laanan found that non-whites were less satisfied, and that non-whites 
reported having less faculty interaction and felt more isolated and being overwhelmed 
with the size of the student body more than white transfer students. Laanan concluded, ―It 
is likely that what a student brings to the college environment will have an impact on 
their academic and social experiences. However, it is what the student does once he/she 
arrives that will determine the extent to which a successful adjustment experience will be 
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achieved‖ (p. 217). Laanan‘s Transfer Student Questionnaire (L-TSQ) focused on 
identifying the involvement and quality of effort students contributed to their adjustment 
process. A criticism of Laanan‘s study is that it was a single institutional study at a highly 
selective, nationally reputed, research institution located in a state system that positively 
promotes transfer, which gives cause for other researchers to investigate Laanan‘s 
research in other university settings to confirm the validity of the study (Gumm, 2006).  
 In 2004, Nowak‘s qualitative study focused on how transfer students, ―in their 
words,‖ describe the adjustment process through interviews with 23 students and eight 
faculty members who directly work with transfer students. Nowak (2004) discovered that 
transfer students often felt that individuals at the four-year institution made assumptions 
that students transferring from community colleges had similar experiences, when in fact 
community colleges are vastly different. These students also reported that they had to 
search resources and services out on their own at the university and did not feel that they 
knew many people on campus. Moreover, the students interviewed claimed that during 
orientation and the welcome week at the beginning of the semester, they struggled with 
the size of the university and lack of knowledge of the university systems. A final theme 
that emerged from Nowak‘s study was that the transfer students that were interviewed 
recognized they were missing social integration experiences by not living on campus or 
participating in residential programs.  
 Gumm (2006) investigated the differences between community college transfer 
students in their academic, social, and spiritual integration at three different-sized 
Christian universities. He found that the community college transfer students‘ interaction 
with peers was a high social predictor of transfer students persisting the following 
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semester. Gumm‘s study supports Laanan‘s (1998), in that students with lower GPA may 
feel they are not academically adjusting well to the university. Thus, if students are not 
doing well academically, they may need to focus more on homework, studying, or 
utilizing university academic resources and may not find time to enhance their social 
adjustment.  
 The notion of a ―seamless‖ transfer process usually refers to strong articulation 
agreements designed to enhance the transfer of academic credits and coursework, rather 
than focusing on the seamlessness of academic performance and social life adjustments 
that occur. It is critical for two- and four-year institutions to understand how transfer 
students adjust, as academic and social adjustment may be directly linked to student 
persistence.  
 
Conceptual Frameworks 
This study will elaborate on theoretical frameworks for understanding student 
attrition and persistence by exploring and investigating factors that are associated with 
persistence. Research on understanding factors that predict college student persistence or 
its opposite, student departure, is still in high demand, despite the plethora of research 
studies conducted on this topic for the last 70 years (Braxton, 2002). For good reason, 
much of retention literature focuses on first-year students. Students leaving within the 
first year make up a sizeable portion of all institutional leaving (Tinto, 1993). According 
to Tinto (1993), the rate of attrition has been fairly consistent since 1983 when the ACT 
program started capturing the data. Tinto (1982) reports the national rate of student 
departure was consistently around 45% for four-year U.S. colleges and universities for 
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the last one-hundred years. The Consortium for Student Retention Data Exchange 
(CSRDE, 2003) reports after analyzing data from more than 400 institutions representing 
a population of 4.5 million students, that the average first-year retention rate for four-
year, doctoral and research intensive institutions was 78% and the national average six-
year graduation rate for these institutions was 54%. From another source, the ACT 
program (2006) reported the national average retention rate for first year students at 
public, doctoral institutions at 77.3% and the average baccalaureate graduation rate for 
six years at 47.4%.  
While freshman retention rates are highly valued, many four-year institutions do 
not report their transfer student retention rates. Tinto (1993) remarked that generally, 
transfer students have received little attention in the retention literature. Lee, Makie-
Lewis, and Marks (1993) observed that the institutional characteristics of the receiving 
institution (e.g., institutional size, number of minority students, institutional selectivity) 
may be associated with different levels of incongruence for transfer students. This degree 
of variance has made it difficult for researchers to isolate explanatory factors of student 
attrition, especially regarding transfer students. Researchers found that community 
college transfer students persist or graduate at close to the same rate of direct (4-year) 
entering students, with 25% of transfer students earning the baccalaureate degree and 
another 44% maintaining their enrollment after six years from the start of their education 
at the community college (McCormick & Carroll, 1997). This still leaves a significant 
population of transfer students that fail to graduate and a need for research to continue 
exploring and investigating factors that are associated with transfer student persistence.  
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Much of the research on student persistence builds on Tinto‘s (1975, 1987, 1993) 
interactionalist theory on college student departure. Braxton, Sullivan, and Johnson 
(1997) found nearly 700 citations using Tinto‘s conceptual framework as a basis for 
explaining, exploring, and investigating student persistence. In addition to Tinto‘s theory 
on student departure, Alexander Astin‘s I-E-O model (1984, 1993) on student 
involvement has been used widely to understand input variables (i.e., demographic 
characteristics) and environmental variables (experiences at college) that shape outputs, 
such as student success and satisfaction.  
Both of these frameworks center on the fundamental principle that college affects 
or impacts students (Pascarella & Terenzini, 1991, 2005). They provide a lens to 
investigate retention factors through a student-institutional fit perspective (Braxton, 
2002). In particular, Tinto‘s framework postulates that students who become involved 
and integrated into the academic and social communities of an institution are more likely 
to persist and succeed in meeting their educational goals. Astin‘s model fits nicely in with 
this framework as Astin (1993) found that student background characteristics and student 
experiences interacting within the college environment can lead to outputs such as greater 
integration and ultimately persistence to graduation. Although both these theories were 
developed for the traditional four-year college student population, researchers have 
applied them to the study of transfer students (Gumm, 2006; Harrison, 1998; Laanan, 
1998, 2004; Townsend, 1993, 1995; Townsend & Wilson, 2006). Many researchers have 
found that four-year institutions‘ priority to helping transfer students persist and succeed 
is relatively low (Swing, 2000; Townsend, 1995; Townsend & Wilson, 2006). With 
transfer continuing to be a primary option for many community college students to access 
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the four-year baccalaureate degree, it is imperative that four-year institutions take a 
vested interest in factors that lead to increasing community college transfer student 
persistence and graduation rates. 
 Tinto’s interactionalist theory of student departure. As mentioned, Tinto‘s 
(1975, 1987, 1993) framework has been a widely accepted, recognized, and tested model 
on student attrition (Summers, 2003). Tinto‘s internationalist theory of student departure 
builds on the earlier works of Spady (1970, 1971), who relates a student‘s leave of 
college to Durkheim‘s (1951) research findings of suicidal tendencies increasing when 
individuals are not socially and normatively integrated into the social system. Spady 
(1970) thought that similar characteristics and variables could account for student 
attrition, such as lack of friendship, support, intellectual development differences, grade 
performance, and normative congruence. Tinto (1987) expanded on Spady‘s work by 
including interaction between variables, from pre-entry attributes (background 
characteristics, skills and abilities, and prior school experience) and goals and 
commitment (intentions, commitment to the institution, and academic goals). These, in 
turn, shape the formal and informal experiences students have at an institution (academic 
performance, interaction with faculty, participation in extracurricular activities, and 
interaction with peers). These experiences influence students‘ level of integration 
(academic or social), which shapes their goals and commitments (intentions, academic 
goals, and commitment to the institution), which impact a student‘s decision to stay or 
leave the institution.  
Later Tinto (1993) revised his work to include elements, such as external 
communities‘ (family members, churches, etc.) influence on individual experiences 
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within the college as well as the role of students attending multiple college communities 
(see figure 2). Tinto‘s (1975, 1987, 1993) theory posits that the less integrated students 
are, the less commitment they will have to the institution and the more likely that they 
will voluntarily withdraw prior to goal attainment. For many students, this goal is 
graduation and most institutions use graduation rate as a primary retention indicator. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 2. A longitudinal model of student departure (Tinto, 1993, p. 114). 
 Tinto (1993) postulates that integration, which he also describes as achieving 
competent membership, fails to happen when students have either feelings of isolation or 
incongruence at an institution. Incongruence is defined as the ―mismatch or lack of fit 
between the needs, interests, and preferences of the individual and those of the 
institution‖ (Tinto, 1993, p. 50). The environmental, cultural, and systematic differences 
between two- and four-year campuses can be vast and lead to community college transfer 
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students experiencing some incongruence. Many community college students commute to 
campus, work part- or full-time, and are surrounded by a more diverse student body, 
whereas the typical public four-year institution is a residential campus, consisting of a 
traditional student body with a lower percentage of students being employed. These 
institutional differences can account for incongruence that community college transfer 
students may experience as they transfer between institutions. 
Tinto (1993) indicates that transitioning to college is a difficult process that can 
be stressful and disconcerting at times. He notes that in the first year, the reason students 
leave an institution is often their inability to deal with stress more than their failure to 
socially integrate or academically adjust to the new four-year institution.  
According to Tinto (2004):  
Individual experiences within college after students enter are more 
important to persistence and departure than what has gone on before entry. 
Though personality attributes and prior experience matter, they have less 
to do with departure, given entry, than do the quality of individual 
academic and social experiences with the college with other members of 
the institution, faculty, staff, and student. (p. 4) 
 
Transfer students may experience a heightened sense of incongruence and 
isolation, as they do not enter the four-year institution with a particular class, as do first-
time freshmen. Insufficient interactions with other students and with faculty members in 
college may lead to students' feelings of isolation (Tinto, 1996). When a transfer student 
first arrives to campus, there is an obvious period of adjustment. Decisions such as living 
on-campus or living off-campus may be difficult, as transfer students most likely 
commuted at the community college and have developed a self-reliance that encourages 
them to live off-campus. Transfer students might also perceive an age gap of those who 
live in or on- campus, as many four-year institutions have freshman live-on requirements. 
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The lack of transfer population residence hall floors could lead to transfer students 
feeling disconnected and isolated on a larger campus. According to Summers (2003), all 
student background characteristics, except for gender, have reportedly been shown to 
have a significant impact on the academic or social integration of transfer students. 
Previous studies indicate that transfer students can feel out of place as they struggle to 
adjust because they are not freshmen, but still need assistance acclimating to the new 
environment and institution (Laanan, 1998; Townsend, 1995; Townsend & Wilson, 
2006).  
Although Tinto‘s theory of student departure has been widely used, it also comes 
with a fair amount of criticism. Tinto‘s earlier (1975) theory was criticized by Bean and 
Metzner (1985), who identified the shortcomings in regard to its use with non-traditional 
students. Bean and Metzner (1985) contend that Tinto‘s theory is heavily focused on 
social integration, which may not be as important to older, non-traditional students who 
have established support networks. According to Bean and Metzner (1985) and Bean and 
Eaton (1995), psychological variables influence the likelihood of student satisfaction, 
which they found to correlate with student withdrawal. 
In addition, Braxton, Sullivan, and Johnson (1997) shared concerns with Tinto‘s 
(1993) model. Their meta-analysis of research studies using Tinto‘s framework 
discovered that the suggested positive influence academic integration has on goal 
commitment lacks empirical support. They suggested revising Tinto‘s model by either 
abandoning academic integration as a main construct in the model, or redefining the 
measurement of academic integration. Berger (2002) suggested that academic integration 
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may not be important for all students in the same way, and that factors such as students‘ 
habits and entitlement beliefs held by faculty should also be taken into consideration. 
Tinto (2002) proposes that academic and social systems at colleges are not 
represented appropriately in his earlier (1993) model. He suggested that the academic 
system occurs within and interceding with the broader social system on campus. This 
revision would capture aspects of social integration that can and do happen in academic 
settings, such as the classroom. Baird (2002) suggested that the lack of empirical support 
found by Braxton, Sullivan, and Johnson (1997) may be due to a variety of possibilities, 
such as weaknesses and ambiguity in Tinto‘s (1993) model, and limitations in the 
operational definitions of the constructs.  
Rendón (1994) found that the concept of validation, which is ―an enabling, 
confirming and supportive process initiated by in- and out-of class agents‖ (p.44), was 
more important to non-traditional or adult students than integration in relation to positive 
academic and social outcomes. Rendón contends that validation may have a greater 
impact than integration for non-traditional and underserved students who are likely to 
have less knowledge of college process and procedures, be less confident, have less time 
and seek out fewer of the resources that are typically associated with becoming integrated 
or involved in the campus community. According to her research, students were more 
likely to succeed when they experienced efforts by institutional agents, such as faculty 
and staff members, that validated them.  
Furthermore, Hurtado and Carter (1997) found vagueness in the construct of 
social integration as it applies to minority students. They contend that Tinto‘s concept of 
social integration fails to capture the meaning of ―integration‖ for minority students. 
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Hurtado and Carter (1997) suggest that social integration should be reconceptualized 
broader, such as a sense of belonging, to provide a theoretical model that can account for 
climate influences on an individual‘s collegiate experiences that may be associated with 
their integration. This fits with the notions presented in studies by Tierney (1992) and 
Kraemer (1997) that question the validity of Tinto‘s (1993) theory for minority students 
because the academic and social constructs of integration are based on an assimilation 
and rites of passage frame of reference. Rendón, Jalamo, and Nora (2002) suggest that 
the assimilation/acculturation framework, which has typically been used, places strong 
emphasis on the individual and less emphasis on the systemic issues or barriers that could 
hinder minorities. This critical view of Tinto‘s theory suggest there has been an 
overemphasis on individual responsibility for change and adaptation, rather than on the 
institutional responsibility to assist students through the process of becoming 
academically and socially integrated (Rendón, Jalamo, & Nora, 2002). Tinto‘s (1993) 
model does not identify how institution-initiated activities may shape academic or social 
integration.  
Barnett (2006) extended Rendón‘s (1994) research by utilizing the concept of 
integration to include a sense of belonging contributed by Hurtado and Carter (1997). 
Barnett developed a scale to measure the impact of validation on integration and 
persistence. After surveying 333 urban community college students, she discovered that 
faculty validation predicted students‘ sense of integration and that faculty validation 
modestly predicted students‘ intent to persist when controlling for other influences.  
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 Astin’s theory of involvement. Along the lines of persistence being predicted by 
levels of academic and social integration, Astin has developed a simple, yet powerful, 
impact model to understand the importance of student involvement. Where Tinto‘s 
(1993) theory implies the investment of students, Astin‘s (1984, 1993) model explicitly 
links student effort to become involved into the equation. Astin (1984, 1993) claims that 
students play an integral role in choosing their level of involvement by devoting energy 
to academics, participating in campus activities and student organizations, and interacting 
with faculty. Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) claimed that involvement theory is based on 
the notion that students‘ quality of effort or involvement with campus resources 
determines the extent and nature of student development and growth experienced. Astin 
(1984) defined involvement as the amount of energy invested by students to the academic 
experience. This suggests that involvement is a student-initiated activity rather than an 
institution-initiated activity (Stage & Hossler, 2002). Astin‘s involvement theory 
postulates that (1984, p. 298): 
1. Involvement refers to the investment of physical and psychological 
energy in various objects.  
 
2. Involvement occurs along a continuum; that is, different students 
manifest different degrees of involvement in a given object, and the same 
student manifests different degrees of involvement in different objects at 
different times. 
 
3. Involvement has both quantitative and qualitative features. The extent 
of a student‘s involvement in academic work, for instance, can be 
measured quantitatively and qualitatively. 
 
4. The amount of student learning and personal development associated 
with any educational program is directly proportional to the quality and 
quantity of student involvement in that program.  
 
5. The effectiveness of any educational policy or practice is directly related to the 
capacity of that policy or practice to increase student involvement. 
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Astin‘s (1984) I-E-O model of involvement suggests that input variables shape 
the experiences that students have with environmental variables, which in turn shape 
student outputs or outcomes. An output of degree attainment, for example, might be 
influenced by a number of input variables (e.g., background characteristics, individual 
intentions, attendance patterns) plus a student‘s experience with environmental variables 
(e.g., institution size, institution type, availability of programs, peer group influences). 
Astin investigated 146 possible input variables, 192 environmental factors, and 82 
different output variables (Ishler & Upcraft, 2005). Thus, Astin‘s (1993) I-E-O model 
allows researchers to investigate numerous inputs and environmental variables that may 
predict student outputs, such as satisfaction, attitudes, degree attainment, or persistence. 
In his 1993 revision of the model, Astin indicates that some environmental variables can 
be identified as ―bridge‖ variables, because they can serve as both student output 
variables and as environmental variables that may shape other output variables (see figure 
3).  
 
 
 
 
Figure 3. I-E-O model of student involvement (Astin, 1993).  
 Astin‘s (1993) model compliments Tinto‘s (1993) model, as it allows researchers 
to control input variables using regression analysis to determine how the experiences at 
college may shape outcomes such as persistence, grade point average, and graduation 
rates. 
Environment 
Inputs Outputs 
A B 
C 
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Gumm (2006) summarizes nicely how these two models work together below. 
The pre-entry attributes in Tinto‘s model (family background, skills and 
abilities, and prior schooling) and Tinto‘s initial goals and commitments 
align with the inputs which can be found in Astin‘s model. In the same 
way, the variables related to the academic integration and social 
integration found in Tinto‘s model are the components of the Environment 
from Astin‘s model. Finally, the subsequent Goals and Commitments and 
the Departure Decision are the Outputs found in the Astin model. (p.8) 
 
Braxton (2002) and Hartley (2004) suggest that Astin‘s (1993) model is an 
excellent ―helper theory‖ to investigate academic and social factors that may influence 
student departure. Therefore, Astin‘s (1993) model can help explore and investigate the 
factors that this study will elaborate on in Tinto‘s model (1993) associated with the 
adjustment of mid-year and fall community college transfer students. Astin (1977) found 
when transfer students‘ social background characteristics, ability, motivation and other 
personal factors were controlled for, community college students had less of a chance to 
persist to a bachelor‘s degree than direct entering freshmen at a residential four-year 
campus. Later Astin (1993) reported that most community colleges lack several factors 
that were found to have a positive influence on degree attainment for traditional aged 
students, such as residence on-campus, a high degree of peer group interaction, and full-
time attendance.  
 The main criticism with Astin‘s (1993) I-E-O model, similar to Tinto‘s (1993) 
theory, is that the burden to become involved rests solely on the student. Thus, it is a 
student-initiated activity rather than institutional-initiated activity that impacts their 
likelihood to persist. Astin‘s model, just as Tinto‘s (1993) model, clearly acknowledges 
that the institution plays a vital role in the type of environmental variables experienced by 
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students, but the burden of initiating these experience falls on students‘ effort to become 
involved.  
 
Conclusion 
This study will elaborate on Tinto‘s (1993) theory of student departure by using 
Astin‘s (1993) I-E-O model to investigate how mid-year community college transfer 
students adjust to a new four-year institution. Braxton, Milem and Sullivan (2000) 
explain that theory elaboration is the process of investigating specific phenomena by 
applying other conceptual and theoretical perspectives. Milem and Berger (1997) found 
support for using Astin‘s theory of involvement to college student departure. They found 
that the involvement with peers and social activities influenced social integration, 
subsequent commitment to the institution, and intent to reenroll. Although Tinto‘s (1993) 
model expresses variables that may shape social integration, Braxton (2002) states, ―Our 
knowledge and understanding remain incomplete because social integration remains 
unexplained‖ (p. 258). Specifically, this study will explore the adjustment (academic, 
social, and personal) of mid-year and fall community college transfer students, which 
may shape future institutional experiences that, in turn, could be associated with 
community college transfer students‘ social integration.  
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Figure 4. Adaptation of Tinto (2002) suggested model of institutional experiences. 
Social integration has unquestionably been identified as a key factor in reducing 
student departure; therefore, it is important to further explore and identify the factors that 
may lead to students feeling integrated, or in other words, the process of students 
adjusting to the social system. Exploring the experiences community college transfer 
students have as they adjust to an institution at different times (fall compared to mid-
year) will provide insight that could be used by institutions to establish or enhance 
programs and services designed to help students make this connection. With many of the 
services directed to the large numbers of incoming freshmen, many four-year institutions 
provide relatively few resources and services specifically designed to enhance the success 
of transfer students (Eggleston & Laanan, 2001). Berger and Malaney (2003) make the 
claim that many four-year institutions are hesitant about enrolling and recruiting transfer 
students because of the failure of a number of these students to perform well 
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academically and the lack of institutional resources set aside to assist in helping transfer 
students adjust to university life. Laanan (1996) also contends that four-year institutions 
may perceive transfer students as being less prepared academically and that transfer 
students will experience a more difficult adjustment process than traditional first-time 
direct entering students. Townsend (1995) states, ―If universities are sincere about 
increasing the enrollment and retention of community college transfer students, an 
implicit institutional stance of the ‗survival of the fittest‘ approach to student success 
must be rethought‖ (p. 190). Transfer students have shared that they can feel isolated and 
overlooked by their four-year institution as services to help students adjust are perceived 
to be primarily for freshmen (Townsend & Wilson, 2006). 
 As Britt and Hirt (1999) indicate, this is especially true for students who choose to 
transfer mid-year. They found that transfer students who begin mid-year shared feelings 
of isolation and found that the most difficult part of acclimating was making friends. 
Furthermore, interviews with administrators suggested that this was in part due to the 
lack of institutional resources available to mid-year transfers compared to those offered in 
the fall. Although small in comparison to the size of students starting in the fall, mid-year 
transfer students are often a significant population at institutions. Institutions such as the 
research site, accept mid-year transfer students to a tune of approximately 20% to 25% of 
their annual transfer population (Institutional data, 2008).  
Studying factors that may be associated with community college transfer student 
success and persistence is important because transfer students are more likely to enter a 
four-year institution with a greater number of risk factors than traditionally admitted 
students. This study explores the adjustment factors of community college transfer 
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students that, in turn, may lead to integration. Tinto (1994) shares his belief that the first 
six months are the most critical time in college, as students are determining whether or 
not they will integrate into the academic and social communities of the institution. Since 
the process of transferring from one institution to another has been described as complex 
and community college students are known to come from extremely diverse backgrounds, 
Astin‘s I-E-O model is an appropriate theoretical framework to use. Tinto (1993) points 
out that if institutions want to increase retention of their students that institutions need to 
become involved in helping students become academically and socially integrated. 
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Chapter 3 
Methods  
 
This chapter includes the methods and procedures used to collect and analyze data 
for the comparative study of transfer student adjustment of fall and mid-year community 
college transfer students. The following sections are presented in this chapter: (a) 
research design, (b) description of population and sample, (c) the instrumentation used 
for this study, (d) data collection procedures, (e) methods for analyzing the data, (f) a 
thorough description of the research site, and (g) the role of the researcher. This study 
employed a mixed method approach, utilizing quantitative and qualitative designs that 
will be explained in each section. 
  
Research Design 
To fully gain insight and understanding of how adjustment may differ between 
mid-year and fall community college transfer students, a mixed method approach was 
used. Mixed method studies have gained respect in the field of educational research for a 
variety of reasons. Mixed methods allow researchers to triangulate data collected from 
different methods and use one method to shape and enhance a second method. It also 
reduces biases that are associated with only one type of data collection and helps to gain a 
richer understanding of the phenomena being studied (Greene, Caracelli, & Graham, 
1989). This design was appropriate for this study because mixed methods are useful in 
studies when the researcher incorporates the need to both explore and explain a research 
problem (Creswell, 2003). Another advantage of mixed method studies, stated by 
Dillman (2000) is that, ―different modes of data collection often produce different 
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results‖ (p. 217). Mixed method studies can help provide a more holistic understanding of 
the research problem. Jacobs (2004) contends that transferring from community college 
to four-year institutions is a complex phenomenon, and Greene and Caracelli (1997) 
argue that different methods are needed to understand complex social phenomena. For 
these reasons, a mixed method approach was determined the best approach to investigate 
and explore the process of adjustment of transfer student who enter an institution at two 
different times. 
Specifically, this study used what Tashakkori and Teddlie (1998) and Creswell 
(2003) identify as a sequential mixed method design. A sequential mixed method design 
allows one type of data collection to influence a following type of measure. Thus, a 
sequential explanatory strategy was employed, where survey data collected was used to 
help shape the small group qualitative interview process (Creswell, 2003; Tashakkori & 
Teddlie, 1998). This allowed for the qualitative research to add depth and breadth to the 
adjustment results identified through the survey. According to Babbie (1990), the purpose 
of survey research is to generalize from a sample to a population to make inferences 
about some aspect of the population. For this study, survey research was the preferred 
type of data collection because it grants the researcher the ability to gather and analyze 
data quickly, with a reasonable investment of time and money (Babbie, 1990). This was 
also necessary to shape the small group interview phase of questions, allowing the 
researcher to specify the interview questions to provide a greater depth of understanding 
about adjustment variables.  
 Variables. To answer the research questions presented in Chapter 1, this study 
explored and investigated the relationships of the independent and dependent variables. 
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Term of entry (fall or mid-year) was the primary independent variable used in all 
regression analyses. The primary dependent variables are community college transfer 
student adjustment (academic, personal, and social). The awareness of and the usage of 
institutional resources provided to aid in adjustment served as the independent variables 
in some and dependent variables in other analyses. Table 1 illustrates each research 
question, the associated variables, and the main method of analysis. 
Table 1  
 
Variables and Research Questions 
       
                
 
 
 
 
 
 
Dependent 
variables 
Independent 
variables Associated research questions Data analysis 
 Time of transfer RQ1. Do fall and mid-year community college 
transfer students attending a public, four-year 
institution differ on demographic and situational 
variables? 
 
 
Crosstabulations 
and T-tests  
Adjustment 
academic 
social 
personal 
Time of transfer RQ2.  Controlling for demographic and situational 
variables are there differences in the adjustment 
(social, academic, personal) of fall and mid-year 
community college transfer students at a public, 
four-year institution? 
 
Multiple 
Regression 
Analysis 
 
Awareness 
of 
Institutional 
Resources 
Time of transfer  
& Background 
variables 
RQ3. Controlling for demographic and situational 
variables are there differences in awareness of 
institutional resources available to assist in the 
adjustment of fall and mid-year community college 
transfer students at a public, four-year institution? 
 
Multiple 
Regression 
Analysis 
 
Use of 
institutional 
resources 
Time of transfer  
& Background 
variables 
RQ4.  Controlling for demographic and situational 
variables are there differences in the usage of 
institutional resources (programs, services, faculty 
and staff) available to assist in the adjustment of fall 
and mid-year community college transfer students at 
a public, four-year institution? 
Multiple 
Regression 
Analysis  
(continued) 
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Table 1 (continued) 
  
 
 The primary independent variable in this study was the time of transfer when 
community college transfer students entered the research site (i.e., fall 2008 or spring 
2009). The awareness of and usage of institutional resources designed to aid community 
college transfer students as they transition served as both independent and dependent 
variables, or in Astin‘s (1993) terminology, bridge variables. First, the relationship of 
awareness of resources and the usage of resources with the control variables was 
compared, and then awareness and usage were used as independent variables to 
determine their relationship with the adjustment for these two groups.  
Demographic and situational characteristics age, gender, race/ethnicity, commuter 
status, enrollment status, mother and father‘s prior education level, employment status, 
number of credits transferred, living arrangement, and associate degree attainment status 
were used as control variables for this study. Since the main question being investigated 
in this study is the relationship of term of entry and adjustment it was important to control 
for as many demographic and situational variables as possible. Numerous researchers 
(Adelman, 1999, 2006; Flaga, 2002; Laanan 1998; Kodama, 2002; Nowak 2004; Richie, 
Dependent 
variables 
Independent 
variables Associated research questions Data analysis 
Adjustment 
academic 
social 
personal 
 
Time of transfer,   
Background 
variables, 
Awareness & 
use of 
institutional 
resources 
RQ5. Controlling for demographic and situational 
variables does the awareness or use of institutional 
resources influence the adjustment (social, 
academic, personal) of fall and mid-year 
community college transfer students at a public, 
four-year institution? 
Multiple 
Regression 
Analysis 
 
 Time of transfer RQ6. What factors are perceived to influence the 
adjustment process of community college transfer 
students entering in the fall compared to those 
entering mid-year at a public, four-year institution? 
 
Emergent 
Coding 
Cluster Coding 
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2004; Schuh, Whitt, & Associates, 2005; Townsend 1995) suggest variables, such as 
those being controlled, may influence transfer student persistence and success. This 
notion of controlling for pre-entry variables is supported by both frameworks guiding this 
study. Additional demographic information such as prior higher education experiences, 
community college from which respondents transferred, the college housing type, and 
respondents‘ majors were inquired about to provide a better understanding of these 
students‘ backgrounds.  
Table 2  
 
Control Variables and Independent Variables 
 
 
         
 
Variables  
 
Response options  
 
Coding/scale 
Age Chronological age in years.  
 
Interval 
Recode Age 1 = 0-24 traditional age;  
0 = 25-56 non-traditional age 
 
Dichotomous  
Gender 1= Male; 0=Female 
 
Dichotomous 
Race/ethnicity 
 
 
 
 
 
White/Caucasian/European  
Black/African-American  
Hispanic/Latino  
Asian/Pacific Islander 
American Indian/Alaska Native 
Other (please specify) 
Categorical  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Recode 
Race/Ethnicity 
1= white; 0 = non-white 
  
Dichotomous 
Commuter status  1= commuter; 0 = non-commuter If 
commuter, respondents were also asked to 
indicate how many miles one-way they 
traveled 
 
Dichotomous & interval  
 
Credits transferring 
from previous 
institution(s) 
 
Number of credit hours transferred Interval  
  (continued) 
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Table 2 (continued) 
 
         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Variables  
 
Response options  
 
Coding/scale 
Living arrangements University or private-owned residence halls 
(single)  
University or private-owned residence halls 
with roommate(s) 
An apartment, house, or room (single) 
An apartment, house, or room with 
roommate(s) 
An apartment, house, or room with 
significant other 
Live with parents  
Live with relatives 
Other (please specify) 
 
 Categorical  
 
Recode living 
arrangements 
1=on campus; 0 = off campus 
 
Dichotomous 
Mother‘s highest 
education  
Father‘s highest 
education 
Guardian‘s highest 
education 
Elementary school or less 
Some high school 
High school graduate 
Some college, but no degree conferred 
Associate‘s from a community college 
Bachelor‘s degree 
Master‘s degree 
Doctoral degree or advanced certificate 
Other 
 
 Categorical 
  
Recode mother‘s, 
father‘s, and guardian‘s 
highest education 
 
1 = Some college experience;  
0= no college experience 
Dichotomous 
Enrollment status  1= full time student(12 credits or more); 
0= part-time student(less than 12 credits)  
 
dichotomous 
 
College enrolled in 
 
Applied Science and Technology 
Arts and Sciences 
Business 
Education 
Fine Arts 
Mennonite College of Nursing 
 
Categorical  
Associate degree 
(A.A., A.S. or A.A.T.) 
 
1=earned associate‘s degree; 0 =did not earn 
an associate‘s degree  
Dichotomous  
 
  (continued) 
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Table 2 (continued) 
 
 
 After reviewing the literature, Britt and Hirt (1999, p. 199) classify transfer 
student adjustment as being academic, social, or personal in nature. Laanan (1998, 2004) 
also investigated transfer student adjustment and found, using an exploratory factor 
analysis that the adjustment items on his L-TSQ fell into two main constructs of 
academic and social adjustment. The adjustment variables for this study built on those 
crafted by Laanan, and those supported by Britt & Hirt‘s (1999) and Townsend & 
Wilson‘s (2006) qualitative studies. Tables 3, 4, and 5 indicate the adjustment items used 
to gauge the constructs of academic, social, and personal adjustment as well as where the 
item was derived from. Many of the items were modified from their original wording in 
order to be specific to community college transfer students and to the research site where 
this study took place. A few items were added to account for factors not found in prior 
research studies. For example, the relationships that inclement weather and course 
availability during registration have on adjustment were added.  
 
Variables  
 
Response options 
 
Coding/scale 
Employment status 1 = employed;  
0 = not employed   
If employed, respondents were asked to 
share the number of hours per week  
 
Dichotomous & interval 
 
Prior collegiate 
experiences 
Only attended a community college prior to 
transferring; 
Attended more than one community college 
prior to transferring; 
Co-enrolled in a community college and 
another institution; 
Attended a four-year college or university 
before attending the community college 
from which I transferred; 
Attended multiple campuses (more than 2 
institutions); 
I am currently co-enrolled in a community 
college. 
Categorical  
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Table 3 
 
Social Adjustment Variables 
 
   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Item number on TSAS instrument  
Study derived 
from 
1. It was easy to identify opportunities to interact with other students at ____. 
 
Britt & Hirt 
(1999) 
2. I found opportunities for involvement in out-of-class activities to be plentiful 
 
Laanan 
(2004) 
5. Upon transferring, I felt alone and isolated at ___. 
 
Laanan 
(2004) 
7. My first semester, I felt overwhelmed by the size of ___ student body (more than 
25,000 students). 
Laanan 
(2004) 
10. My work responsibilities interfered with my ability to get involved at ___. 
 
Britt & Hirt 
(1999) 
12. I attended one or more social events/activities at ___. 
 
Laanan 
(2004) 
13. There appears to be more services to help freshmen adjust to campus life than 
there are for transfer students. 
Townsend & 
Wilson 
(2006) 
14. I met students at ___ who have values and attitudes which are similar to my own.  Pascarella & 
Terenzini 
(1980) 
15. Activities offered by ___ during the first week of the semester helped me 
connect with other ___ students socially. 
 
Townsend & 
Wilson 
(2006) 
18. It is easy to make friends at ___. 
 
Laanan 
(2004) 
20. I made as many friends as I would like at ___. 
 
Laanan 
(2004) 
24. After a few weeks I began to feel like I ―fit in‖ at ___. 
 
Laanan 
(2004) 
25. My family responsibilities interfered with my ability to get involved at ___. 
 
Britt & Hirt 
(1999) 
30. Student clubs and organizations at ___ appear to focus their recruitment efforts 
toward new freshmen rather than community college transfer students. 
Townsend & 
Wilson 
(2006) 
32. I am comfortable socializing before or after class with students in my classes. Pascarella & 
Terenzini 
(1980) 
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Table 4 
 
Academic Adjustment Variables 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Instrument items  
Study derived 
from 
3. My ___ academic adviser was helpful. 
 
 
4. ___ faculty were easy to approach.  
 
Laanan 
(2004) 
8. ___ faculty seemed just as interested in teaching students as my community 
college instructors. 
 
Pascarella & 
Terenzini 
(1980) 
11. I felt comfortable interacting with ___faculty before or after classes. Britt & Hirt, 
(1999) 
17. I felt intimidated visiting a faculty member in his or her office.  
 
 
19. I found ___ students to be more academically competitive than students from my 
community college.  
 
Laanan 
(2004) 
21. I found ___ faculty members to be accessible to students.  
 
Laanan 
(2004) 
22. I felt like ___ faculty members cared that I came to class.  
 
Pascarella & 
Terenzini 
(1980) 
26. I experienced little to no difficulty adjusting to faculty expectations at ___.  
 
Laanan 
(2004) 
31. I was confident upon transferring that I could perform well academically at ___. 
 
(Keup, 2006) 
33. The courses at ___ were more demanding than courses I took at the community 
college.  
 
Laanan 
(2004) 
35 I felt my experiences at community college prepared me for writing research 
papers at ___. 
 
Graham, 
(1987) 
36. I felt my experience at community college prepared me for giving class 
presentations at ___. 
 
 
37. I felt my experiences at community college prepared me for taking essay exams 
at ___. 
 
Laanan 
(2004) 
38. I felt my experiences at community college prepared me for working on group 
projects at ___. 
 
 
39. I felt my experiences at community college prepared me for interacting with 
faculty and staff at ___. 
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Table 5  
 
Personal Adjustment Variables 
 
 
Population and Sample 
 The samples for this study were drawn from the population of in-state community 
college transfer students that entered the research site during fall 2008 and spring 2009 
with 12 or more transferred credit hours. This study was being limited to only in-state 
community colleges to control for possible extraneous variables that might be associated 
with different state systems of higher education. The adjustment process may be different 
for students transferring from two-year institutions in another state‘s system of higher 
education. Additionally, students transferring in less than 12 credit hours may experience 
adjustment to the research site similar to an incoming freshman‘s experience since they 
are relatively inexperienced.  
The total population of entering in-state community college transfer students was 
1,338 for fall 2008. Using a random sample calculator (http://www.custominsight.com, 
Instrument items 
Study derived 
from 
6. I had no trouble finding my way around ___‘s campus. 
 
Laanan (2004) 
9. My level of stress increased when I started at ___. 
 
Laanan (2004) 
16. The weather inhibited my ability to travel to and from classes with ease. 
 
 
23. I was satisfied with the courses I was able to register for my first semester at 
___. 
 
 
27. The physical layout and size of ___ is intimidating. Laanan (2004) 
28. I was prepared financially to attend ___. Britt & Hirt, 
(1999) 
29. I was satisfied with the course times available when I registered my first 
semester at ___.  
 
 
34. All of the credits I expected to transfer were accepted by ___.  
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2008), it was determined that 298 responses were needed to generalize to the fall 2008 
population accounting for 5% of type I error occurring. This was compared to the table of 
recommended sample sizes provided by Krejcie and Morgan (1970) based on a 95% 
confidence interval, which recommended 297 responses are needed for a population of 
1,300 individuals.  
Anticipating a 45% response rate at least 662 participants were needed to be 
surveyed in order to yield the 297 desired responses. Thus, a random sample of 700 fall 
community college transfer students were identified using MicroSoft Excel‘s random 
number generator to assure equitable selection of participants for this study. The total 
number of responses collected was 288, yielding a 41% response rate, slightly lower than 
anticipated. Of the 288 collected responses 90.6% were completed (n=261). Thirty cases 
were removed because they were incomplete, duplicate entries, student with less than 12 
credits transferring, and out-of-state community college transfer students, which resulted 
in 258 usable responses. This produced a 5.5% margin of sampling error, rather than the 
anticipated 5% error expected. This means the researcher is 94.5% confident that the 
results are not caused by sampling error.  
The spring 2009 sample consisted of the entire entering population (census) of in-
state community college transfer students with more than 12 credit hours. Using the 
whole population removes any sampling error, except of course for non-respnse. Actual 
spring 2009 community college transfer population was 428 students, which was slightly 
smaller than intially predicted. One-hundred and forty-one surveys were returned 
yielding a 33% response rate. Of the 141 collected responses 85.1% were completed 
(n=120). Twenty-six responses from the spring 2009 sample were removed because they 
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were incomplete, duplicate entries, students with less than 12 credits transferring, and 
out-of-state community college transfer students, which resulted in 115 usable responses.  
The total dataset for this study included 373 fall 2008 (n=258) and spring 2009 
(n=115) useable responses. The research site‘s institutional research office provided 
demographic information regarding the population for fall 2008 and spring 2009, which 
is compared in Table 6 with the collected sample of survey responses.  
Table 6  
Population Data of Fall 2008 and Mid-Year 2009 Community College Transfer Students 
 
  Fall 2008  Fall 2008  Spring 2009  Spring 2009 
Characteristics  Pop. %  Sample %  Pop. %  Sample % 
Gender         
 Male 667 49.5% 95 37.0% 225 54.0% 55 48.0% 
 Female 678 50.5% 163 63.0% 194 46.0% 60 52.0% 
          
Racial/Ethnic Designation         
 
American 
Indian/Alaskan Native 4 0.2% 0 0% 2 0.4% 1 0.8% 
 Black Non-Hispanic 38 2.8% 9 3.4% 23 5.4% 8 7.0% 
 Asian/Pacific Islander 20 1.4% 4 1.5% 11 2.6% 4 3.4% 
 Hispanic 45 3.3% 4 1.5% 23 5.4% 7 6.0% 
 White Non-Hispanic 1178 88.0% 241 93.6% 339 81.3% 95 83.0% 
 Unknown 60 4.3% 0    0% 21 4.9% 0 0% 
          
Associate Degree         
 Yes 768 57.0% 159 62.0% 169 40.0% 73 63.0% 
 No 577 43.0% 99 38.0% 250 60.0% 42. 37.0% 
          
Average Number of Hours 
Transferred 53.2  56  53.7  56.  
          
Average Age (start of 
term) 21.5  21.7  22.5  22.3  
          
Current Hours         
 
Full-Time (12 or 
More) 1247 93.0% 245 95.0% 354 84.0% 95 83.0% 
 
Part-Time (Less than 
12) 98    7.0% 13  5.0% 65 16.0% 20 17.0% 
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Table 6 indicates that the fall 2008 sample differs somewhat from the fall 2008 
population on gender, race, and associate agree attainment. The fall 2008 sample 
contained higher percentage of women than the population (12.5% more females), 
Caucasians (5% more White/Caucasian), and associate degree holders (5% more obtained 
it). The spring 2009 sample differed somewhat from the population on gender and 
associate degree attainment. The sample had 6% more women than the population and 
the sample had 23% more associate‘s degrees earned than the general population. 
Additionally, the associate degree attainment for both fall and mid-year populations at thi 
university was higher than what was found in prior research on transfer students. This 
could mean that adjustment results might be not as generalizable to populations without 
as many associate degree holders. 
For the qualitative inquiry, a purposeful sampling technique was used to select 
participants based upon responses to the survey. Purposeful sampling seeks diverse 
information-rich cases, rather than larger random samples (Patton, 1990). Selection was 
primarily based on categorical demographic variables (i.e., traditional age, non-traditional 
age, commuter, and non-commuter) that were suspected to influence adjustment. This 
was to allow the researcher to create small group interviews based on commonalities in 
demographic variables in order to gain a deeper understanding of their adjustment. The 
number of participants was dependent upon how many online survey participants, with 
the desired demographic information, volunteered to participate in the small group 
interviews.  
The fall 2008 sample produced 82 respondents and the spring 2009 sample had 40 
respondents who provided contact information (telephone number and/or e-mail address) 
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to participate in the small group interviews. After reviewing responses on the TSAS, 
participants who met selection criteria were first e-mailed and then telephoned to 
schedule small group interviews. Due to the relatively low number of participants that the 
researcher was able to contact who could meet during available small group interview 
times, the researcher had to adjust the selection criteria. Participant availability became a 
prevalent factor and resulted in demographically blended small group interviews rather 
than the proposed groupings. A total of 20 respondents agreed to participate and signed 
up to attend one of three scheduled small group interviews. Eight students who confirmed 
attendance did not attend the interviews of which three responded via e-mail indicating 
that unsafe winter weather conditions kept them from attending. Thus, three groups were 
conducted for fall 2008 participants with two groups consisting of five students and one 
group with two students. For the spring 2009 participant interviews three groups were 
conducted with a group of four students, a group of five students, and a single student 
interview. The majority of participants were white, female, and traditional age students. 
There was an African-American, non-traditional age male in a fall group, an African-
American, traditional age female in a mid-year group, and a Latino traditional age male 
interviewed individually mid-year because the rest of the mid-year group did not show. 
The mid-year interview group with five students included a fall 2008 entrant who was 
informed and informally invited by one of the participants. Her addition to the group was 
welcomed by the others and she was allowed to stay. Nine students who confirmed 
attendance did not show for these interviews.  
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Instrumentation 
A web-based online survey was used to collect the cross-sectional data for the 
quantitative phase of this study (See Appendix A). A number of survey instruments 
pertaining to the study of transfer student adjustment were considered for this research 
study, such as the Laanan‘s (1998, 2004) Transfer Student Questionnaire (L-TSQ), Ball 
State‘s (2006) Making A Successful ‗Transfer (MAST), Gumm‘s (2006) the Transfer 
Student Experiences Survey, and Keup‘s (2006) Transfer Student Survey (TSS). Each of 
these instruments explores adjustment factors and experiences that community college 
transfer students have at four-year campuses after they transfer. Since none of these 
instruments examined all facets of adjustment that this study aimed to explore, the 
creation of a transfer student adjustment survey was necessary. The academic and social 
adjustment scales and items were derived primarily from Pascarella and Terenzini‘s 
(1980) study, and Laanan‘s (1998, 2004) L-TSQ. The L-TSQ was based on the 
conceptual framework of Astin‘s (1993) I-E-O model, which was a guiding theory for 
this study. Additionally, qualitative studies by Britt and Hirt (1999) and Townsend and 
Wilson (2006) supplemented the academic and social adjustment scales and provided 
support for the development of the personal adjustment scale and items. All items added 
to the survey instrument follow Dillman‘s (2000) guidelines for instrument development, 
such as the use of clear language and professional presentation. 
The instrument developed was called the Transfer Student Adjustment Survey 
(TSAS) and originally consisted of 48 adjustment scale items, 3 short answer questions, 
and a ranking of institutional services item. After validity/reliability measures were taken 
into consideration and a pilot test was conducted, the TSAS was reduced and changed to 
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39 adjustment scale items, 3 short answer questions, a ranking of institutional services 
item, and 13 demographic and situational items. Three types of items were used: Likert-
type scale items (interval data), multiple choice questions (nominal and ordinal data), and 
short answer open-ended essay questions (qualitative data). For the adjustment scales, 
participants rated their level of agreement or disagreement by choosing one of the 
following options: disagree strongly, disagree, agree, or agree strongly. Participants were 
forced to provide an answer to each question, with an option of selecting a not applicable 
answer designated on the survey as ―This statement does not apply to me.‖ The 39 
adjustment scale items were randomized to avoid leading responses. 
The survey was designed to take ten to fifteen minutes to complete via an online 
service (http://www.surveymonkey.com) or using a paper version (if requested). Only 
two participants requested paper copies and both were members of the spring 2009 
sample. The survey consisted of six pages and required individuals to answer a statement 
indicating their consent to participate in this research project. Additionally, participants 
had to respond to each item or they received a message indicating they missed an item 
that needed to be fixed before continuing with the survey. This helped reduce incomplete 
responses. It is likely that many of the incomplete responses removed were from 
individuals who started the survey and did not wish to continue. The use of a professional 
survey service provided additional security and convenience for the participants.  
 Validity and reliability measures. When a researcher modifies questions on an 
instrument the reliability and validity may be compromised (Creswell, 2003). Since many 
of the items on the TSAS are modified from other studies, a pilot survey was conducted 
in spring 2008 to test the validity and reliability of the TSAS instrument. The pilot survey 
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was completed by randomly selecting 100 participants who were in-state community 
college transfer students who entered the originally planned research site in spring 2008. 
Pilot test participants received a hard copy and access to an online survey mailed from 
the institution‘s orientation office. These students were asked to provide feedback about 
confusing items and provide suggestions for changes. Participants also were encouraged 
to share feedback verbally with the researcher. An additional step was taken where the 
researcher contacted three participants and asked them to take the instrument in his 
presence. Each item was read aloud by the participant and they were asked to provide 
feedback and their interpretation of the item. This helped provide some feedback about 
the meaning and understanding of each item. Unfortunately, only 27 individuals 
responded to the pilot study, which was largely due to a massive tragedy that greatly 
impacted the entire campus community. The pilot study data collection phase was 
terminated prematurely due to this tragedy. The feedback from the pilot participants was 
reviewed and shaped numerous changes to the TSAS instrument.  
In addition to conducting a pilot survey, the researcher sent the TSAS to a panel 
of experts, who were identified as having requisite knowledge of community college 
transfer student adjustment, to enhance the content validity in fall 2007. They were asked 
to rate the clarity of each item and how well it related to adjustment for community 
college transfer students (Pope & Mueller, 2000). Four of the eight experts contacted, 
who are listed, offered suggestions to enhance the items on the TSAS.  
1. Dr. Barbara Townsend, University of Missouri-Columbia faculty 
2. Dr. Bonita Jacobs, University of North Texas, administrator & faculty 
3. Dr. Trudy Bers, Oakton Community College, Institutional Research 
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4. Dr. Joan Hirt, Virgina Tech University, faculty 
After reviewing the suggestions from the pilot participants and content experts the 
instrument was shortened by nearly 10 items that were identified as duplicate or similar 
items. Furthermore, many items were modified to make the statements clearer.  
Another measure of validity of the final survey responses was provided by 
exploratory factor analysis, a procedure recommended by Devellis (2003) to identify 
subscales within the constructs of academic, social, and personal adjustment that guided 
the development of the scales. Garson (2009) recommends this procedure to validate a 
scale and to drop scale items which cross-load on more than one factor. Specifically, a 
principal components extraction method with a varimax rotation of the 39 adjustment 
items was conducted. Cases with missing values were removed and 262 responses were 
used. Meyers, Gamst, and Guarino (2006) suggest for factor analysis that researchers 
should start with a target ratio of 10 participants for every variable, but that for 
inventories with larger number of variables this ratio can be smaller. For this study 262 
responses divided by the 39 adjustment items provides a ratio of approximately 7 
responses per variable which seemed sufficient if not ideal.  
 The varimax rotated solution provided clearer insight than a non-rotated solution. 
A Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure of sampling adequacy was .814, confirming the 
data suitable for principal components analysis. The results indicated 11 components with 
Eigen values greater than one, which accounted for 64.2% of the total variance. Eleven 
components were too many to use with regression, and many of the components did not 
meet criteria of being strong components by not having factor loadings over .400 or 
containing few items (Costello & Osborne, 2005). However, these components were 
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useful as they appeared to identify subscales of the three primary constructs. Thus, the 
factor analysis was used to re-scale items on the TSAS and to provide a more in-depth 
analysis. The results of this procedure are shown in Tables 7, 8, 9 (n = 262). 
 Social adjustment scale. The first component, (Peer group interaction), 
contained nine items with factor scores higher than .400, and accounted for 18.5% of the 
variance (see Table 7).  
Table 7 
Principal Component Factor Analysis – Social Adjustment  
 Components 
 1  8  9 
Social Adjustment Items 
Peer 
interact  
Freshman 
activities  
Campus 
activities 
18. I found it easy to make friends here. .796  .113  .073 
20. I made as many friends as I would like here. .779  .050  -.109 
5. Upon transferring, I felt alone and isolated here. .736  .101  -.032 
24. After a few weeks, I began to feel like I ―fit in‖ here. .696  .082  .076 
32. I felt comfortable socializing before or after class with students in my 
classes. 
.674  -.059  .203 
1. It was easy to identify opportunities to interact with other students here. .666  .295  .077 
14. I met students here who have values and attitudes which are similar to 
my own. 
.597  .119  .161 
2. I found opportunities for involvement in out-of-class activities here to 
be plentiful 
.567  .017  .333 
30. Student clubs and organizations here (do not) appear to focus their 
recruitment efforts towards new freshmen rather than community college 
transfer students. 
.250  .749  .017 
13. There (does not) appears to be more services to help freshmen adjust 
to campus life than there are for transfer students. 
.321  .733  .020 
12. I attended one or more social events/activities here. .301  -.027  .778 
15. Activities offered here during the first week of the semester helped me 
connect with other students socially. 
.425  .292  .507 
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This component was the largest sub-scale of social adjustment in that all nine 
items were on the social adjustment scale (nine of fifteen) and six items had loadings of 
.650 or higher. Component eight (More activities for freshmen), and component nine 
(Campus activities) were also identified as sub-scales of social adjustment. Component 
eight and nine together accounted for 6% of the variance and each consisted of two items. 
Item number 15 loaded on both component one and component nine, and was removed 
from the peer group interaction sub-scale because the higher loading was on component 
nine. Three items that were on the original scale did not load on any of these components 
and therefore were removed from the scale for the analysis of social adjustment.  
 Academic adjustment scale. The second component, (Faculty interaction), 
accounted for 9.09% of the variance and had seven items with factor loadings above .400 
(see Table 8). Faculty interaction can be viewed as a subscale of academic adjustment as 
all seven items in this component were on the academic adjustment scale (seven of 
sixteen). Additionally, component three (Academic preparedness) with five items loading 
above .400 accounted for 7.87% of variance and component four (Academic 
competitiveness) with four items loading above .400, which accounted for 6.04% of the 
variance were identified as sub-scales of academic adjustment. Only two items did not 
load on any of these components that were on the original scale and both these items 
were removed. One item that loaded on component four and was included in the new 
scale, which was not on the original academic scale, was number nine ―my level of stress 
increased when I started here.‖  
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Table 8  
Principal Component Factor Analysis – Academic Adjustment  
 
 Item number 23, ―I was satisfied with the courses I was able to register for my 
first semester here,‖ loaded on both component number two and component number 
seven, since the higher loading was with component number seven, personal adjustment, 
it was dropped from the faculty interaction scale.  
 Components 
 
2  3  4 
Academic Adjustment Items 
Faculty 
interact  
Academic 
prepared  
Academic 
stress 
21. I found faculty members here to be accessible to students. .740  -.082  .007 
11. I felt comfortable interacting with faculty here before or after classes. .734  .149  .073 
4. Faculty members were easy to approach. .664  .013  .025 
22. I felt like faculty members cared that I came to class. .650  .001  .118 
8. Faculty seemed just as interested in teaching students as my 
community college instructors. 
.628  -.146  -.006 
17. I felt (did not) intimidated visiting a faculty member in his or her 
office. 
.591  -.033  .013 
23. I was satisfied with the courses I was able to register for my first 
semester. 
.446  .073  .007 
37. I felt my experiences at community college prepared me for taking 
essay exams. 
-.023  .855  .096 
36. I felt my experiences at community college prepared me for giving 
class presentations. 
-.076  .842  .077 
38. I felt my experiences at community college prepared me for working 
on group projects. 
-.014  .818  -.007 
35. I felt my experiences at community college prepared me for writing 
research papers. 
-.074  .727  .112 
39. I felt my experiences at community college prepared me for 
interacting with faculty and staff. 
.379  .659  -.067 
 33. The courses here were (not) more demanding than courses I took at 
the community college. 
.014 
 
.182 
 
.788 
9. My level of stress (did not) increased when I started here. .101  -.059  .648 
19. I (did not) find students here to be more academically competitive 
than students from my community college. 
-.080 
 
.244 
 
.598 
26. I experienced little to no difficulty adjusting to faculty expectations .388  .050  .547 
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 Personal adjustment scale. Revising the personal adjustment scale proved to be 
important because the original scale did not produce a Cronbach‘s alpha above a .600 
which Devellis (2003) warrants as acceptable for scales (see Table 10). The new scale 
was composed of five subscales (components 5, 6, 7, 10, 11) as identified on the factor 
analysis and accounted for 16.8% of the total variance (see Table 9). Component 5 
(Campus size) consisted of three items accounting for 4.6% of the variance. Component 6 
(External responsibilities) consisted of three items accounting for 3.6% of the variance. 
Component seven (Registration/advising) consisted of three items accounting for 3.2% of 
the variance. Component 10 and 11 both consisted of only one item each and each 
accounted for 2.7% of the variance. These two items were not included in the personal 
adjustment construct on the basis that they loaded into components individually, which 
Costello and Osborne, (2005) indicates means they are not strong components.  
 Seven of the eight originally proposed items loaded on the scale and the item 
relating to stress loaded with the academic scale as previously mentioned. However, four 
items that were not on the original scale loaded on these components and were added to 
the personal adjustment scale. Those items are number 3 ― My academic adviser here was 
helpful,‖ number 7, ― my first semester, I felt overwhelmed by the size of the student 
body,‖ number 10, ― my work responsibilities interfered with my ability to get involved,‖ 
and number 25, ―my family responsibilities interfered with my ability to get involved.‖  
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Table 9 
Principal Component Factor Analysis – Personal Adjustment  
 
On all three constructs, the factor analysis helped refine the scales that were 
proposed at the onset of this study. Internal consistency was measured to check the 
reliability of the new scales. Cronbach‘s alpha was calculated to check the reliability of 
 Components 
 
5  6  7  10  11 
Personal Academic Adjustment Items 
Campus 
Size 
 
Ext. 
Resp. 
 
Register/ 
Advising 
 
Credits 
transfer 
 Finance 
6. I had no trouble finding my way around campus. .784  -.088  .143  .048  .106 
(RC) 27. The physical layout and size of campus is (not) 
intimidating. 
.756  .235  .043  -.009  -.016 
(RC) 7. My first semester, I (did not) feel overwhelmed 
by the size of the student body (more than 25,000 
students). 
.694  .157  -.116  .020  -.007 
(RC) 25. My family responsibilities (did not) interfere 
with my ability to get involved here. 
.180  .707  -.107  .091  -.055 
(RC) 10. My work responsibilities (did not) interfere with 
my ability to get involved here. 
.039  .669  .131  .049  .285 
(RC) 16. The weather (did not) inhibit my ability to travel 
to and from classes with ease. 
.125  .462  .228  -.184  -.182 
29. I was satisfied with the course times available when I 
registered my first semester here. 
.113  .189  .788  .050  -.010 
23. I was satisfied with the courses I was able to register 
for my first semester here. 
.125  -.178  .575  .149  -.024 
3. My academic adviser here was helpful. -.157  -.041  .553  .052  .311 
*34. All of the credits I expected to transfer were 
accepted here. 
.029  .045  .173  .752  -.177 
*31. I was confident upon transferring that I could 
perform well academically here. 
.171  .103  -.198  .340  .232 
*28. I was prepared financially to attend here. .089  .053  .086  -.136  .827 
Note. Items 34, 31, and 28 were removed from the personal scale in future 
analyses 
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each of the scales. Table 10 lists the Cronbach alpha value for each original scale and the 
new modified scales.  
Table 10  
Results From Reliability Analysis Using Cronbach’s Alpha 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Following Devellis‘s (2003) recommendation that the Cronbach‘s alpha value 
needs to be a .60 or higher the modified scales all met this criterion. The 36 adjustment 
items for the modified scales provided a Cronbach‘s alpha value of 0.846 indicating that 
these items, collectively, measure aspects of adjustment.  
 For the qualitative analysis, reliability measures included having one of the 
interviews coded by a colleague in the field of orientation and first-year experience who 
was familiar with transfer student adjustment. Triangulating the data using an external 
reviewer, collecting the data using two different methods, and member-checking helped 
create trustworthiness, which is an element of all good qualitative research (Lincoln & 
Guba, 1985). Additionally, after concluding the small group interviews, participants were 
contacted for a follow-up phone interviews or e-mail critique of the interpretations of 
Scale Cronbach‘s alpha 
Number of 
Items 
Original Social adjustment  .827 15 
Original Academic adjustment  .768 16 
Original Personal adjustment .548 8 
Total original adjustment items .848 39 
Modified Social adjustment .860 12 
Modified Academic adjustment .760 15 
Modified Personal adjustment .617 9 
Total modified adjustment items .846 36 
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their comments. Member-checking allows a researcher to check and validate data, 
ensuring that the interpretations of the participants‘ meaning are credible. Lincoln and 
Guba (1985) suggest that checking with interviewees on the meaning derived from the 
transcripts enhances trustworthiness and credibility in qualitative research.  
 
Data Collection 
A list of all in-state communty college transfer students contact information 
(name, mailing address, and institution provided e-mail address) was obtained through 
the Office of the Registrar and provided to a representative in the Orientation and 
Transition Services department at the research site. This representative emailed the 
researcher‘s invitation to participate in this study to the fall and spring samples. At the 
research site transfer status was considered FERPA protected information, which 
required the researcher to work with a unit on campus to gain access to this population of 
students. The list of students was obtained after the ten-day add/drop deadline at the start 
of each semester to ensure that participants were enrolled at the research site. The 
researcher obtained Institutional Review Board approval from both the research site and 
the University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign in fall 2007 and fall 2008. Once approval 
was granted the researcher conducted the pilot study and contacted the panel of experts.  
The survey was distributed in the tenth and eleventh weeks of students‘ first 
semester after transferring to the research site. Data collection was proposed to begin 
during the eighth week. Challenges in accessing the students‘ contact information 
resulted in the electronic survey getting sent to the participants in the tenth and eleventh 
weeks. Authorities on student behavior report that the initial experiences during the first 
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six weeks are the critical adjustment period for incoming students (Kuh & Love, 2002; 
Levitz & Noel, 1989; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2002; Upcraft & Gardner, 1989; Woosley, 
2003). Since this study was exploring the adjustment process, it was appropriate that the 
survey instrument was distributed as close as possible to the adjustment process time 
frame so that the students‘ experiences were fresh in their minds (Creswell, 2005). Both 
fall and mid-year samples were invited to participate via a letter mailed to the campus 
address and via an e-mail with information to access the online questionnaire. This e-mail 
was sent to students‘ campus provided e-mail. The best means of increasing response rate 
is through contacting participants multiple times (Dillman, 2000), so reminder messages 
were sent each week for three weeks from the initial mailing.  
 The qualitative inquiry served to enrich the findings from the TSAS and deepen 
the understanding of the mid-year and fall adjustment process through small group 
interviews. Qualitative inquiry provides flexibility to gain a greater understanding than 
the TSAS may provide about participants‘ adjustment. As Creswell (2005) informs, 
―Qualitative research is best suited for research problems in which you do not know the 
variables and need to explore,‖ (p. 45). 
All survey respondents who provided contact information to participate in the 
small group interviews were contacted via e-mail and phone to participate in one of four 
small group interviews that were planned for each semester. Each small group interview 
was limited to five to eight participants to ensure enough time to hear everyone‘s 
experiences (Higginbotham & Cox, 1979). Small group interviews are best suited when 
interaction among interviewees will likely produce the best information and when the 
interviewees are similar and cooperative (Creswell, 2005). Interviews are believed to 
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excel at obtaining perceptions, meanings, definitions of situations, and participants‘ view 
of reality (Punch, 1998).  
The results from the TSAS were used to shape the established small group 
interview guide (see Appendix F). Specifically, small group interviews elicit responses 
from all individuals and yield the best information when the interviewees are similar to 
each other. All participants were transfer students that entered the same semester, with 
one exception when a fall transfer student joined a mid-year group interview. This format 
likely helped participants to recall their adjustment. Follow-up, probing, and clarifying 
questions help extend the knowledge gained from surveys by seeking more thorough 
descriptions and explanations (Kvale, 1996). Each small group interview was conducted 
in a comfortable room located in an educational building centrally located on the research 
site‘s campus. The investigator moderated all of the small group interviews and asked 
participants to expand upon their responses shared through the questionnaires in a small 
group setting. Interviews are beneficial when phenomena being studied cannot be 
observed and when the researcher can ―control‖ the line of questioning (Creswell, 2003). 
Many of the participants commented before, during, or after the interviews that it was 
their first time in the building, which may explain why some of the students that 
confirmed were no shows on interview days. The conference room had a large table that 
could seat ten individuals comfortably and a small window. Each interview was audio 
recorded and transcribed. The recording of the second interview for the spring 2009 
cohort failed to capture the entire interview due to user-operator error. The researcher 
spent over an hour immediately following the interview documenting detailed notes from 
 87 
 
memory. Member-checking confirmed that these detailed notations were as reliable and 
valid as participants could recall.  
Interviews were scheduled for an hour and a half and, as an incentive, pizza from 
a local venue was provided after the interviews. Following a method utilized by Britt and 
Hirt (1999), index cards were passed around at the beginning and participants were asked 
to list difficulties they experienced on one side and support services (i.e., individuals, 
offices, resources, or programs) that assisted them during their adjustment on the other 
side. These cards were used collectively by the group to spark dialogue and created a 
comfortable environment for individuals to share. It allowed participants time to reflect 
upon their experiences and was implemented to reduce any patterned responses of 
groupthink. After concluding the small group interviews, participants were contacted for 
a follow-up phone interview or e-mail critique of my interpretations of their comments.  
 
Data Analysis 
 Quantitative. Data collected from the TSAS was analyzed using the Statistical 
Package for Social Services (SPSS) software version 16. Initially, the data was 
thoroughly cleaned to remove duplicate entries and make determinations about 
incomplete responses. Thirty cases were removed from fall 2008 sample and 26 from the 
spring 2009 sample because they were duplicate responses (n= 16), answered no 
adjustment items (n= 36), or did not meet selection criteria, such as out-of-state 
community college transfer students or those with fewer than 12 credit hours (n= 3). The 
total dataset included 373 fall 2008 (n=258) and spring 2009 (n=115) useable responses.  
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Next the following 12 items were recoded (RC) to match the positive direction of 
the rest of the adjustment items. The parenthetical comments show how these recoded 
items read with the recoded direction. 
RC5. Upon transferring, I (did not) feel alone and isolated at the research site. 
 
RC7. My first semester, I (did not) feel overwhelmed by the size of the research 
site‘s student body (more than 25,000 students). 
 
RC9. My level of stress (did not) increase when I started at the research site. 
 
RC10. My work responsibilities (did not) interfere with my ability to get involved 
at the research site. 
 
RC13. There (does not) appears to be more services to help freshmen adjust to 
campus life than there are for transfer students. 
 
RC16. The weather (did not) inhibit my ability to travel to and from classes with 
ease. 
 
RC17. I (did not) feel intimidated visiting a faculty member in his or her office. 
 
RC19. I (did not) find the research site students to be more academically 
competitive than students from my community college. 
 
RC25. My family responsibilities (did not) interfere with my ability to get 
involved at the research site. 
 
RC27. The physical layout and size of the research site is (not) intimidating. 
 
RC30. Student clubs and organizations at the research site (do not) appear to 
focus their recruitment efforts towards new freshmen rather than community 
college transfer students. 
 
RC33. The courses at the research site were (not) more demanding than courses I 
took at the community college. 
  
 All of the adjustment items allowed for a ―not applicable‖ response, which proved 
difficult in conducting regression analysis, because each N/A selection would be 
removed, decrease the sample size and decrease the degrees of freedom. After carefully 
reading each response it was clear that for some items the ―N/A‖ responses could be 
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paired with either ―disagree‖ or ―agree‖ by the nature of the wording of the item. The 
researcher read each response and carefully made a determination to include the N/A 
responses with ―disagree,‖ or ―agree.‖ Of the 39 items only the N/A responses to 12 
items were determined to unusable and N/A responses were replaced with the mean (item 
numbers 3, 6, 13, 17, 30, 32, 34, 35, 36, 37, 38, and 39). For item 28, the N/A responses 
were added to ―agree‖ and for the remaining 26 items the N/A responses were added with 
―disagree.‖ A justification for each item is provided in Appendix G.  
  For the demographic and situational variables crosstabulations, frequency 
distributions, chi-square analysis, and t-tests were conducted on the sample (n=373). 
Inferential statistics were used to draw conclusions about the population from the sample 
(Creswell, 2005). Regression analysis was primarily used to identify the relationships 
between term of entry, awareness, usage, and social, academic, and personal adjustment 
while controlling the demographic variables.  
 Qualitative. To analyze the qualitative data from this study, the researcher read 
the transcripts thoroughly to become familiar with the text before coding for emergent 
themes and patterns (Creswell, 2005). First, the researcher became familiar with the 
transcriptions and reviewed the notes from all the small group interviews. Once familiar 
with the text, the researcher began the process of data reduction by searching for patterns, 
using social, personal, and academic adjustment to categorize statements. Secondly, each 
of these statements was then clustered together with like items, using a cluster-coding 
technique suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994). A third coding of these data 
consisted of identifying the direction of the statements as either impeding adjustment, 
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promoting adjustment, or having no direction while describing their experience with 
adjustment. 
 Patton (1990) suggests it is important that qualitative research results not lose 
meaning during the data reduction phase. To ensure this, a colleague with a Ph.D., who 
works in the field of Orientation and First-Year Experience and has requisite knowledge 
on the transfer process and this project, coded two interviews as an external reviewer. 
The researcher compared his interpretations to her interpretations and no differences were 
found by coding in categories of academic, social, and personal.  
Upon completion, the results of this study will be shared with any participant who 
requests a copy. Thank you cards were sent to each participant in the small group 
interviews and to the external reviewer for their time and assistance. Lastly, all hard 
copies and electronic copies of data were locked in a fire-resistant safe located at the 
researcher‘s home until time of disposal. 
 
Research Site 
 Originally, Northern Illinois University was selected for the research site for this 
study, due to NIU‘s large fall and mid-year transfer population. However, due to a 
campus shooting that happened during the pilot phase of this study the campus culture 
and adjustment process for students was drastically changed. Therefore, another four-year 
public university in Illinois was selected to be the site of this research study. The research 
site also has a large community college transfer population and allows a sizeable portion 
of this population to enter mid-year. It is one of 12 public four-year universities in the 
state of Illinois (Illinois Board of Higher Education, 2006). The research site‘s student 
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population consists of approximately 17,600 undergraduate and 2,500 graduate students 
(Institution‘s admissions Web site, 2008). 
 The research site consists of six undergraduate academic colleges, 34 academic 
departments and offers 67 undergraduate degree programs in more than 188 fields of 
study (Institution‘s Web site, 2008). Nearly all (90%) academic courses are taught by 
faculty and 85% of courses had fewer than 39 students and the ratio of students to faculty 
was nineteen to one.  
Approximately 36% of the research site‘s undergraduate students are transfer 
students. The research site defines a transfer student for the purpose of admission as 
follows: ―a person who has enrolled at any college or university, after graduating from 
high school, whether or not any work was completed, is classified as a transfer student‖ 
(Institution‘s Admission Web site, 2008). Additionally, the research site only accepts a 
maximum of 66 semester hours from a two-year institution and a maximum of 90 
semester hours from a four-year or combination of two-year and four-year institution that 
can be applied toward the total number of hours required to graduate with a bachelor‘s 
degree (Institution‘s Admission Web site, 2008). The university policy accepts transfer 
credit for any course in which the student received a grade of a D or higher; however, 
some colleges and majors have requirements that will only allow a grade of a C or better 
to transfer (Institution‘s Admission Web site, 2008). 
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Table 11  
Community College New Transfer Enrollments Fall 2004 to Fall 2008   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Role of the Researcher 
 According to Creswell, ―Qualitative research is interpretive research,‖ (1994 
p.147). As the researcher-interviewer, my biases, values, and perceptions, in many ways, 
shaped this study. I, undoubtedly, was influenced by my background, attitudes, and prior 
experiences. Stake (1995) claims that because the researcher‘s interpretation is so vital in 
case study research, it is necessary to have rich, thick descriptions of the participants‘ 
perceptions and thoughts. As the moderator of the small group interviews, I was 
cognizant of my interaction with the participants. Kuh and Andreas (1991) suggest that 
investigators must be familiar with their own expectations, values, and assumptions to 
recognize how these attributes may influence their own judgments and interpretations, (p. 
402). Richardson (2000) claims that the qualitative researcher needs to present an 
adequate level of self-awareness and self-exposure to the reader. Therefore, to present 
openness in this study, I share relevant background information and researcher biases.  
First and foremost, I was a community college student who transferred to the 
research site chosen for this study. I am from a working class family with one parent who 
had some college experience at the two-year college certificate level. For the last seven 
years, I have worked at public, four-year institutions in residential life, orientation 
Term 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 
Spring semester 527 491 415 458 436 
Fall semester 1,414 1377 1,408 1349 1345 
Total 1941 1868 1823 1807 1781 
Percentage of mid-year transfers 27% 26% 23% 25% 24.5% 
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services, and as a director of a unit within student affairs. Furthermore, I have served as 
an instructor of freshman and transfer student success courses for the last seven years. 
Having been a student at the research site in the past has granted additional insight into 
the political, historical, social, and institutional influences that directly or indirectly mold 
my understanding of the transfer process. It also could present certain biases about 
students, programs, and services. My background information was not shared with 
participants unless specifically asked, as I wanted to learn from their experiences, rather 
than any association of experiences that they may connect from my past. Patton (1990) 
suggests reducing researcher bias by recognizing it, removing it from interactions with 
participants, and reporting it to readers. 
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Chapter 4 
 
Findings 
 
 This chapter provides results of the quantitative and qualitative research 
conducted to determine how fall community college transfer students compare to mid-
year community college transfer students on their adjustment to a public, four-year 
university. This chapter was organized into seven sections to answer the six primary 
research questions that guided this study. The first section presents the findings on the 
demographic and situational variables explored in this study. The second through fifth 
sections answer research questions two, three, four, and five by comparing fall and mid-
year transfer students on their adjustment and awareness and usage of institutional 
resources. These analyses follow norms of social science research (Stevens, 2002) and 
acknowledge statistical significance at a p<.05 and p<.01 and a p<.001 level. The sixth 
section reports on the emergent themes discovered through the in-depth small group 
interviews to enrich the findings from the Transfer Student Adjustment Survey (TSAS). 
The final section summarizes the findings and highlights the quantitative and qualitative 
findings that support or differ from one another.  
 
Demographic and Situational Variables 
 The first research question inquired about the differences between fall and mid-
year community college transfer students on demographic and situational variables. 
There was a total of 13 demographic and situational items on the TSAS instrument: 
gender, age, race/ethnicity, living arrangements, parental education level, community 
college from which they are transferring, affiliated college, commuter status, employment 
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status, enrollment status, number of credits transferred, and attainment of associate 
degree. Cross tabulations, Pearson‘s Chi Square Analysis, frequency distributions, and t-
tests generated the findings for this research question. Many of these demographic 
variables were reduced to dichotomous variables, which served as the control variables in 
later regression analyses. Table 12 shows results for the dichotomous control variables 
(gender, age, race, commuter status, associate degree earned, enrollment status, and 
employment status). For this study, 373 useable responses were obtained between the two 
data collection points of fall 2008 (n=258) and spring 2009 (n=115).  
 Table 12 contains the dichotomous variables that were controls in the regression 
analyses. Parental education level and the number of credits are not included in Table 12, 
but are presented individually later in this section. The first variable noted in Table 12 
indicates the majority of respondents were female (n=223). A crosstabulation and 
Pearson‘s Chi Square analysis determined a statistically significant difference [ 2(1, N = 
373) = 4.01, p < .05] on gender between the fall 2008 and spring 2009 samples, with the 
fall group containing more female and fewer male respondents than the mid-year group. 
With respect to racial and ethnic characteristics, the composition of both groups was 
overwhelmingly white/Caucasian (n=336) in both groups. Since the number of 
respondents was quite small in other racial/ethnic categories, this variable was collapsed 
into white/non-white, which produced a statistically significant difference between the 
fall and spring samples as shown on Table 12, with a larger proportion of non-white 
students entering in the spring.  
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Table 12  
 
Gender, Age, Race, Living Arrangements, Commuting Status, Enrollment Status, and 
Employment Status 
 
  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Control  
Variables  
Fall 
2008 % 
Spring 
2009 % Total 
2
 df P. 
Male 95 36.8% 55 47.8% 150 4.01 1 .045 
Female 163 63.2% 60 52.2% 223    
         
White 241 93.0% 95 83.0% 336 10.39 1 .001 
Non-white 17 7.0% 20 17.0% 37    
         
Traditional age 
(18-24) 227 88.0% 96 83.0% 323 .139 1 .238 
Nontraditional 
age  (25 + ) 31 12.0% 19 17.0% 50    
         
On campus 69 27.0% 30 26.0% 99 .018 1 .894 
Off campus 189 73.0% 85 74.0% 274    
         
Commuter 124 48.1% 71 61.7% 195 5.96 1 .015 
Non-commuter 134 51.9% 44 38.3% 178    
         
Full-time student 245 95.0% 95 82.6% 340 15.05 1 .000 
Part-time student 13 5.0% 20 17.4% 33    
         
Employed 121 46.9% 57 49.6% 178 .227 1 .634 
Not employed 137 53.1% 58 50.4% 195    
         
Earned 
associate‘s 159 61.6% 73 63.5% 232 .116 1 .734 
No associate‘s 99 38.4% 42 36.5% 141    
         
Total 258 100.0% 115 100.0% 373    
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 To investigate which race/ethnic categories differed in representation from fall to 
spring, a crosstabulation was performed. A statistically significant difference [
2
(4, N = 
373) = 12.03, p < .05] was found, however, 4 cells (40%) had an expected count less than 
5. American Indian/Alaska Native and Asian/Pacific Islander were combined to produce 
adequate expected values in most cells. This crosstabulation for race/ethnicity produced 
[
2
(3, N = 373) = 11.26, p < .05] a significant difference between these fall and mid-year 
transfer students. The race variable was then recoded into three separate dichotomous 
variables (White/Caucasian, Black/African-American, and Latino) for those groups large 
enough to test. In this analysis, the significant differences (p<.05) between the fall 2008 
and spring 2009 samples were those individuals who self-identified as 
White/Caucasian/European versus other and Hispanic/Latino versus other (see Table 13). 
For these three tests a Bonferroni adjustment (.05/3=.017) set the requirement for 
significance at the .05 level. Results indicated there are fewer non-white students in the 
fall sample than mid-year, with significantly more Latino students in the mid-year sample 
than the fall. 
 Looking again at Table 12, a dichotomous categorical variable was created using 
the self-reported variable of age, which was reported in chronological years. The 
literature clearly defines differences between traditional age (24 or younger) students and 
non-traditional age (25 or older). The majority of respondents (86.6%) were 24 years or 
younger. There was no significant difference between samples on the proportion of 
traditional age students even though the spring 2009 sample had 5% more non-traditional 
age students (17%) than the fall 2008 sample (12%). 
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Table 13 
Race/Ethnicity Comparison Between Fall 2008 and Spring 2009 Samples 
 
Race/Ethnicity 
Fall 
2008 % 
Spring 
2009 % Total 
2
 df P. 
White/Caucasian /European 
 
241 93% 95 83% 336 10.39 1 .001 
Black/African-American 
 
9   4% 8  7% 17 2.20 1 .138 
Hispanic/Latino 
 
4 1.5% 7 6% 11 5.72 1 .017 
 
  Table 14 displays the chronological years between 18 and 24, and two blocks of 
age brackets at 25-29 years of age and 30-56 years of age. Table 14 indicated a 
significant 
2
(8, N = 373) = 24.75, p = .002 difference between these two samples. The 
average age for both samples was approximately 22 years of age (fall 2008 M=21.74, SD 
= 4.77; spring 2009 M=22.37, SD =4.46) with the mid-year sample being slightly older. 
The percentage of 20 year-olds (40%) in the fall 2008 sample was nearly double the 
spring 2009 percentage (21%). A plausible reason for this observation is that 20-years of 
age correspond with students who attend community college for two years non-stop when 
entering directly after completing high school. Following a traditional 2+2 path is 
expected to yield more 20-year olds in the fall in comparison to mid-year because most 
students complete high school at age 18 (Townsend, 2001).  
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Table 14 
 
Age Comparison Between Fall 2008 and Spring 2009 Samples 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Respondents had eight different choices to select for living arrangements ranging 
from singles or doubles in the university residence halls to living in apartments near 
campus, far off campus, living with relatives, and living with parents. For the purpose of 
regression analyses, this variable was reduced to dichotomous form to designate on-
campus (e.g. living in residence halls) and off-campus students. Through further analysis 
of the data, individuals who selected ―other‖ often indicated living with spouse or with 
family (e.g. wife and children) and so these cases were combined with the off-campus. 
As reported in Table 12 there was no significant difference between fall 2008 and spring 
2009 samples on the proportions living on or off campus. These groups combined to 
account for 73.5% of those living off campus and 23.5% of those living on campus. 
Age Fall 2008 % 
Spring 
2009 % Total 
Total 
% 
18  2   1%  5   4%  7   2% 
19 35  14% 13 11% 48  13% 
20 103  40% 24 21% 127  34% 
21 63  24% 30 26% 93  25% 
22 11   4% 13 11% 24   7% 
23  8   3%  8  7% 16   4% 
24 5   2%  3 2.5%  8   2% 
25 – 29 16   6% 11 9.5% 27   7% 
30 and 
older 
15   6%  8   8% 23   6% 
Total 258 100% 115 100% 373 100% 
Note. 4 cells (22.2%) have expected count less than 5. 
2
(8, N = 373) = 24.75, p = .002. 
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However, when a crosstabulation was performed on the actual survey items a significant 
difference emerged between the two cohorts, illustrated on Table 15. A higher percentage 
of the fall 2008 sample (41.5%) were living in an apartment, house, or room with 
roommates than the spring 2009 sample (24.3%), and the spring 2009 sample had a larger 
percentage of respondents (22.6%) than the fall 2008 sample (5.8%) that lived at home 
with their parents. One possible explanation for this finding was that the university where 
this study was being conducted began renovating two residence hall facilities and 
demolishing another in fall 2008. This action could have impacted the number of 
respondents who selected a living arrangement in a house, apartment or room with 
roommates. A possible explanation to account for the increase of mid-year transfer 
students living at home with parents is that some students may not have been able to 
secure apartments on campus due to their time of transfer since apartment landlords in 
university communities typically rent from August until May or August to August.  
 Following living arrangements on Table 12 is the commuter/non-commuter status 
variable. This was self-reported commuter status and was shown to have a significant 
difference [
2
(1, N = 373) = 5.96, p < .05] between these two samples, with more mid-
year respondents commuting (61.7%) than fall respondents (48.1%). This corresponds 
with the sizeable number of mid-year transfers living at home in comparison to the fall 
sample. Respondents who indicated they were commuters were asked to report the miles 
they travel one-way to attend the university. The commuting distance ranged from zero to 
100 miles with an average of 15.07 miles for the whole sample (n=373). 
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Table 15 
 
Living Arrangements Comparison Between Fall 2008 and Spring 2009 Samples 
 
  
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 An independent t-test indicated that the spring 2009 sample had an average of 
18.23 miles compared to the fall 2008 sample with 13.26 miles. This difference was not 
significant. However, when the self-reported miles were recoded into a three individual 
dichotomous variables of a) those students who live near campus (0-5 miles),  b) those in 
or near town (6-25 miles), and c) those traveling from outside of town (more than 25 
miles). A significant difference [
2
(1, N = 195) = 6.21, p < .05] was revealed indicating 
that the fall sample had more close commuters (0-5 miles) than the spring sample (62.1% 
compared to 43.7%). Neither of the (6-25 miles) or (more than 25 miles) variables 
produced a significant difference between the two groups, despite the spring sample 
having a larger percentage of 6-25 mile commuters (25.4% compared to 15.3%). These 
Living Arrangements 
Fall 
2008 % 
Spring 
2009 % Total 
Total 
% 
University residence hall (single)  7    2.7%   0     0%   7     0.8% 
University residence hall with 
roommate(s) 62  24.0%  30   26.1%  92     1.9% 
Apartment, house, or room (single) 32  12.4%  14   12.2%  46   24.7% 
Apartment, house, or room with 
roommate(s) 107  41.5%  28   24.3% 135   12.3% 
Apartment, house, or room with 
significant other 15    5.8%  10    8.7%  25   36.2% 
Live with parents 15    5.8%  26  22.6%  41    6.7% 
Live with relatives  3    1.2%   0     0%   3   11.0% 
Other 17    6.6%   7    6.1%  24    6.4% 
Total 258 100.0% 115 100.0% 373 100.0% 
Note. 4 cells (25%) have expected count less than 5. 
2
(7, N = 373) =32.47, p <.001. 
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findings also parallel with the living arrangements, suggesting that more mid-year 
transfer students lived with their parents and commuted to campus than fall transfer 
students. 
 In regard to enrollment status, the TSAS survey indicated that students could 
select full-time (12 credits or more) or part-time (11 credits or fewer) enrollment status. 
Table 12 indicated that the majority of the respondents, 95% of fall 2008 and 82.6% of 
spring 2009 sample, were full-time students. A Pearson‘s Chi Square analysis, [ 2(1, N 
=373) =15.05, p <.001], indicated a significant difference between the fall 2008 sample 
and the spring 2009 sample. Respondents from the spring 2009 sample reported being 
part–time enrolled more frequently (17.4%) than the respondents from the fall 2008 
sample (5%). Entering in mid-year, a non-traditional start time, may be more germane to 
students with prior part-time enrollment at a community college because they are not on a 
traditional transfer pattern, which could account for the significant difference in part-time 
enrollment of the spring 2009 sample. 
 Table 12 shows the fall 2008 sample had 46.9% (n=121) employed and the spring 
2009 sample had 49.6% (n=57) employed, but the difference was not significant. Those 
who indicated they were employed were asked to share the number of hours that they 
worked in a single week. A frequency analysis (n=178) found a range of 56 with a 
minimum of 4 hours worked and a maximum of 60 hours worked. The average work 
week hours were 21.80. An independent t-test (n=178) found that the fall 2008 
respondents worked an average of 20.04 hours compared to the spring 2009 sample that 
worked an average of 25.54 hours. There was no statistical significant difference between 
fall and mid-year transfer students on the number of hours worked by those employed.  
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 Associate degree attainment prior to transferring was asked on the TSAS and a 
crosstabulation indicated no statistical significance between fall 2008 and spring 2009 
samples (see Table 12). The fall 2008 sample had 61.6 % who earned an associates 
degree compared to 63.5% of the spring 2009 sample. Additionally, respondents were 
asked to self report the number of credits they transferred to the university. Credits were 
recoded into categories that are typically associated with class standing. Thus, 30 or less 
credits was equated to freshman status, between 31 and 60 credits was equated to 
sophomore status, 61 to 90 credits was equated to junior status, and over 90 credits was 
equated to senior status. House (1989) found that the number of credits transferred (e.g. 
entering class standing) had an impact on students‘ academic adjustment, by investigating 
the amount of transfer shock they experienced, determined by the size of dip in their 
GPA. Table 16 displays the results of a crosstabulation on the credits transferred, and 
shows no statistical difference between the fall 2008 and spring 2009 samples. A 
frequency distribution indicated the average number of credits transferred was 56 for the 
entire sample (n=-373). An independent sample t-test (n=373) confirmed no statistical 
difference and indicated that the fall 2008 sample had an average of 55 credits transferred 
compared to the spring 2009 sample with an average of 56 credits transferred.  
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Table 16 
Self-Reported Number of Credits Transferred Comparison Between  
Fall 2008 and Spring 2009 Samples 
 
  
 
 
  
 
 
 
The university consisted of six academic undergraduate colleges and survey 
participants were asked to indicate the college in which the major they were pursuing was 
housed. Table 17 displays the results and showing the distributions were not significantly 
different between the two groups. It was not investigated if both terms of entry had equal 
opportunity to be admitted in each college.  
 Parental education level was asked individually for father/male guardian and 
mother/female guardian. Respondents were given a scale of nine choices from elementary 
school or less to doctoral degree or advanced certificate. Eleven cases were identified as 
either mother or father having ―other‖ for education level. The majority of these cases 
included trade and they were added with some college experience. Table 18 illustrates the 
distributions. Both father‘s and mother‘s education levels had a number of cells with very 
low frequencies, which resulted in these variables being collapsed into dichotomous 
variables of ―no college experience‖ and ―some college experience‖ for education levels. 
 
Number of Credits 
Transferred Fall 2008 % 
Spring 
2009 % Total 
Total 
% 
12-29 credits    24   9%   14   12%   38   10% 
30-59 credits   64  25%   21   18%   85   23% 
60-89 credits 165  64%   78   68% 243   65% 
90 -120 credits   5    2%    2    2%    7    2% 
Total 258 100% 115 100% 373 100% 
Note. 2 cells (25%) have expected count less than 5. 
2
(3, N =373) =2.34, p >.05. 
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Table 17 
Colleges Associated With Respondents’ Majors Comparison Between Fall 2008 
 and Spring 2009 Samples 
 
Colleges within the University 
Fall 
2008 % 
Spring 
2009 % Total 
Total    
% 
Applied Science and Technology  55 21.7% 29 25.7% 84 22.9% 
Arts and Sciences  73 28.7% 43 38.1% 116 31.6% 
Business  46 18.1%  9  8.0% 55 15.0% 
Education  66 26.0% 23 20.4% 89 24.3% 
Fine Arts  10  3.9%  6 5.3% 16 4.4% 
Mennonite College of Nursing   4  1.6%  3  2.7%  7 1.9% 
Total 254 100% 113 100% 367 100% 
Note. 3 cells (25%) had expected count less than 5. 
2
(5, N =373) =9.91, p >.05. 
 
A crosstabulation with these dichotomous variables and term of entry revealed 
that the father/male guardian‘s education level of fall transfer students was higher than 
the father/male guardian‘s education level of spring transfer students as reported in Table 
18. One significant difference observed was the proportion of father/male guardian‘s 
education level with no college experience was larger in the spring sample (45%) in 
comparison to the fall sample (32%). No significant difference was reported between the 
two groups for the mother/female guardian‘s education level 
By comparing fall and mid-year results on demographic data results showed the 
mid-year sample contained significantly more students who self-identified as male, non-
white, older in age, attended part-time, commuted to campus, and had a father with no 
prior college experience, than the fall sample.  
 
 
 
 
 106 
 
Table 18  
 
Parental Education Level Comparison Between Fall 2008 and Spring 2009  
Samples (Mother/Female Guardian and Father/Male Guardian) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
These characteristics have been shown to be negatively associated with 
persistence rates (Horn, 1996; Peter & Cataldi, 2005; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). The 
point is fall and mid-year transfer students differ in ways predictive of outcomes. This 
study indicates that spring transfer students enter with a disadvantage, which 
substantiates the need to control for these demographic and situational factors in analyses 
of adjustment outcomes.  
Education level 
Father 
Fall 
2008 % 
Father 
Spring 
2009 %  
Mother 
Fall 
2008 % 
Mother 
Spring 
2009 % 
Elementary school or 
less 
 5   2% 2   1%   4  1.5%  3  2.5% 
Some high school  9  3.5% 5   4%   6   2%  3  2.5% 
High school graduate 67  26% 44  39%  66  25.5% 30   26% 
Some college, but no 
degree conferred 
53  21% 16  14%  56   22% 36   31% 
Associate‘s degree from 
a community college 
33  13% 8    7%  38   15% 11   10% 
Bachelor's degree 64  25% 25  22%  57   22% 21   18% 
Master's degree 15   6% 6    5%  26   10% 10     9% 
Doctoral degree or 
advanced certificate 
 5   2% 4    4%   3    1%  0     0% 
Other  4 1.5% 4    4%   2    1%  1    1% 
Total 255 100% 114 100%  258 100% 115 100% 
Collapsed variable 
No college experience 81 32% 51 45%  76 30% 36 31% 
Some college  174 68% 63 55%  182 70% 79 69% 
Total (collapsed) 255 100% 114 100%  258 100% 115 100% 
Note. Father education level collapsed 
2
(1, N =369) =5.77, p <.05. 
Mother education level collapsed 
2
(1, N =373) =1.29, p >.05. 
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 All respondents were asked which community college they were transferring 
from within the state. This information was collected to identify enrollment patterns that 
may differ between the fall 2008 and spring 2009 samples. This analysis may be useful in 
extending research beyond this study and identifying adjustment trends for students who 
have enrolled in specific community colleges. Table 19 contains the frequencies from a 
crosstabulation of term of entry for the students by community college from which they 
transferred.  
Table 19 
 
Prior Institutions Attended by TSAS Survey Respondents 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
College Name 
Fall 
2008 % 
Spring 
2009 % Total 
Total 
% 
Black Hawk College 
 
6 2.3% 1 .9% 7 1.9% 
Carl Sandburg College 
 
2 .8% 0 .0% 2 .5% 
College of Dupage 
 
18 7% 10 8.7% 28 7.5% 
College of Lake County 
 
21 8.1% 4 3.5% 25 6.7% 
Danville Area Community College 
 
2 .8% 1 .9% 3 .8% 
Elgin Community College 
 
7 2.7% 0 .0% 7 1.9% 
Harper College 
 
5 1.9% 3 2.6% 8 2.1% 
Heartland Community College 
 
27 10.5% 24 20.7% 51 13.8% 
Highland Community College 
 
5 1.9% 1 .9% 6 1.6% 
(continued) 
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Table 19 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
College Name 
Fall 
2008 % 
Spring 
2009 % Total 
Total 
% 
Illinois Central College 
 
30 11.6% 19 16.5% 49 13.1% 
Illinois Eastern Community College 
 
1 .4% 0 .0% 1 .3% 
Illinois Valley Community College 
 
17 6.6% 1 .9% 18 4.8% 
John A Logan College 
 
1 .4% 0 .0% 1 .3% 
John Wood Community College 
 
1 .4% 2 1.7% 3 .8% 
Joliet Junior College 
 
17 6.6% 4 3.5% 21 5.6% 
Kankakee Community College 
 
5 1.9% 1 .9% 6 1.6% 
Kishwaukee College 
 
2 .8% 1 .9% 3 .8% 
Lake Land College 
 
3 1.2% 1 .9% 4 1.1% 
Lewis and Clark Community College 
 
1 .4% 0 0% 1 .3% 
Lincoln Land Community College 
 
7 2.7% 1 .9% 8 2.1% 
Malcolm X College 
 
0 0% 2 1.7% 1 .5% 
McHenry County College 
 
8 3.1% 3 2.6% 11 2.9% 
Moraine Valley Community College 
 
13 5% 5 4.3% 18 4.8% 
Oakton Community College 
 
5 1.9% 2 1.7% 7 1.9% 
Parkland College 
 
14 5.4% 8 7% 22 5.9% 
Prairie State College 
 
0 .0% 4 3.5% 4 1.1% 
Richland Community College 
 
7 2.7% 5 4.3% 12 3.2% 
(continued)  
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Table19 (continued) 
 Table 19 shows that the top community college feeder institutions in terms of the 
percentage of total transfers to the selected university were Illinois Central College 
(13.1%), Heartland Community college (13.8%), and College of Dupage (7.5%). Three 
individuals indicated four-year institutions as noted in the footnote of Table 19. It is 
believed that these individuals transferred credit from an in-state two-year community 
college as well, based on the sample provided by the research site.  
 
College Name 
Fall 
2008 % 
Spring 
2009 % Total 
Total 
% 
Rock Valley College 
 
4 1.6% 1 .9% 5 1.3% 
Sauk Valley Community College 
 
2 .8% 1 .9% 3 .8% 
South Suburban College 
 
1 .4% 2 1.7% 3 .8% 
Southeastern Illinois College 
 
1 .4% 0 0% 1 .3% 
Southern Illinois university Edwardsville+ 
 
1 .4% 0 0% 1 .3% 
Spoon River College 
 
0 0% 1 .9% 1 .3% 
Springfield College In Illinois+ 
 
2 .8% 0 0% 2 .5% 
Triton College 
 
4 1.6% 1 .9% 5 1.3% 
Harry S. Truman College 
 
2 .8% 0 0% 2 .5% 
Waubonsee Community College 
 
7 2.6% 2 1.7% 9 2.5% 
Wilbur Wright College 
 
0 0% 1 .9% 1 .3% 
Harper College 
 
9 3.5% 3 2.6% 12 3.2% 
Total 258 100.0% 115 100.0% 373 100.0% 
Note. + denotes four-year institutions that respondents listed. It is believed that these 
students attended multiple campuses (2-and 4-year) before transferring to the 
research site. 
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Adjustment Results (Quantitative) 
 To answer the second through fifth research questions linear regression analyses 
were conducted. Analysis of the responses to the second research question required 
controlling for student demographics to determine if there were differences in adjustment 
(academic, social, personal) between the fall and mid-year samples. Demographic 
variables that served as controls were gender, age, race, living arrangement, commuter 
status, student status, employment status, associate‘s degree, mother‘s education level, 
father‘s education level, and number of credits transferred. With the exception of number 
of credits these demographic variables were collapsed into dichotomous dummy variables 
(1, 0) to reduce the loss of degrees of freedom. The ―1‖ was coded to the variable titled 
(e.g., male) and ―0‖ coded its opposite (e.g. female). The demographic variables were 
entered into block one of the regression analyses. Block two contained the independent 
variable of particular interest, the dichotomous term of entry variable (fall or mid-year). 
The primary dependent variables investigated were the modified social, academic, and 
personal adjustment scales. Further analyses of the subscales were conducted to discover 
any significant relationships that existed. 
 Linear regression analyses were conducted with each dependent variable: the 
modified academic adjustment scale variable, modified social adjustment variable, and 
modified personal adjustment variable. Cases with missing values were removed 
resulting in 369 responses in these regression analyses. Results were reported globally for 
the three primary constructs of adjustment. Subscales associated each construct were 
included in a table if one or both models were significant. For subscales associated with 
models that were not significant, the Fs, dfs, and p-values as well as any significant 
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regression coefficients, were reported in the text. In all reports the F for each model was 
provided as well as the F-change for model two. Any significant regression coefficients 
were reported as well. Table 20 and subsequent regression analysis tables display the 
coefficients with the unstandardized regression coefficient as denoted by B, the Standard 
Error of the B denoted by SEB, and the Standardized Beta denoted by β or beta. 
Additionally, the table(s) includes the R-squared (R
2
) value(s), the F statistic for each 
model, and F change value.  
 Social adjustment. Table 20 presents results for the linear regression analysis 
with social adjustment and the control variables (n=369). Model one indicates no 
significance in the relationship between the demographic variables and social adjustment.  
However, in model two, when term of entry (MIDYEAR) was introduced, there 
was a statistically significant relationship (p=.015) between the independent demographic 
variables and social adjustment. The only variable that had a significant B was term of 
entry (MIDYEAR), which was negatively associated (p=.015) with social adjustment 
suggesting that fall community college transfer students had a more positive social 
adjustment than mid-year entrants. Albeit significant, the R2 value of .055 was quite 
small, suggesting that only 5% of the total amount of variance can be predicted by the 
demographic variables in model two with term of entry.  
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Table 20  
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for the Social Adjustment Variable 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
 
 Further analysis of the three social subscales with the same control variables 
found only one significant regression coefficient, associate degree attainment (B=.1.74, 
p<.05)), for the first subscale (peer interactions), but neither model was significant. For 
the second subscale (more activities for freshmen) no variables were related. However, in 
the third subscale (campus activities) both model one (p=.002) and model two (p<.000) 
were significant and produced significant changes in F, indicating the mid-year term was 
significant. Table 21 displays the regression coefficients and the significant relationships 
between controls and the social adjustment subscale, campus activities. Although model 
 Coefficients 
 Model 1  Model 2 
Variables B SEB Beta.  B SEB Beta. 
MALE .044 .054 .043  .055 .054 .054 
ASSOCIATE DEGREE .138 .076 .134  .132 .075 .128 
FULLTIMESTUDENT .143 .099 .082  .095 .100 .054 
WHITE .127 .088 .076  .098 .088 .059 
ONCAMPUS .031 .080 .027  .046 .080 .040 
EMPLOYED -.010 .058 -.010  -.015 .057 -.015 
COMMUTER -.054 .067 -.053  -.033 .067 -.033 
MEDSOMECOLLEGE .092 .062 .084  .099 .061 .091 
FEDSOMECOLLEGE -.054 .060 -.052  -.072 .060 -.069 
TRADAGE -.066 .084 -.044  -.055 .084 -.037 
NUMOFCREDITS -.004 .002 -.151  -.004 .002 -.142 
MIDYEAR      -.144 .059 -.133* 
R
2
  .039   .055 
F for Model 1.303  1.711 
F for change in R
2
 1.303  5.996* 
* p<.05. ** p<.01. ***p<.001. 
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one was significant no coefficient in model one was significant. However, in model two, 
when term of entry entered the equation, both term of entry (MIDYEAR, p=.000) and 
mother‘s education level (MEDSOMECOLLEGE, p=.041) revealed significant 
relationships. Mother‘s education level was positively associated with campus activities 
adjustment, indicating that respondents whose mothers had prior experience in college 
were more involved in campus activities. Term of entry was negatively correlated with 
campus activities adjustment signifying that students in the fall were more involved in or 
more satisfied with campus activities than those who entered at the mid-year (see Table 
21). Results of this subscale suggest that mid-year transfer students may have had a more 
difficult adjustment in their more limited participation in campus activities, or activities 
they did not view as helpful. 
Table 21 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for the Social Adjustment Subscale 
Campus Activities 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Coefficients 
 Model 1  Model 2 
Variables B SEB Beta.  B SEB Beta. 
MALE .042 .067 .033  .069 .065 .053 
ASSOCIATE DEGREE .097 .094 .074  .083 .091 .064 
FULLTIMESTUDENT .109 .122 .049  -.006 .121 -.003 
WHITE .031 .109 .015  -.039 .107 -.018 
ONCAMPUS .102 .099 .071  .138 .097 .096 
EMPLOYED -.055 .071 -.043  -.067 .069 -.053 
(continued) 
 114 
 
Table 21 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Academic adjustment. A regression analysis was performed for the dependent 
modified academic adjustment variable (n=369) with the same blocks of control variables 
(gender, age, race, living arrangement, commuter status, student status, employment 
status, associate‘s degree, mother education level, father‘s education level, and number of 
credits transferred). The results indicated no significant relationship in either model with 
academic adjustment (see Table 22). The regression coefficient for associate degree 
attainment (ASSOCIATE) was positive and significant in both the first model (p=.023) 
and the second model (p=.022). Academic adjustment did not differ by term of entry after 
controlling for the demographic variables.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 Coefficients 
 Model 1  Model 2 
Variables B SEB Beta.  B SEB Beta. 
COMMUTER -.155 .083 -.122  -.104 .081 -.082 
MEDSOMECOLLEGE .135 .076 .098  .152 .074 .110* 
FEDSOMECOLLEGE .008 .074 .006  -.037 .072 -.028 
TRADAGE .087 .104 .047  .113 .101 .061 
NUMOFCREDITS -.004 .003 -.110  -.003 .003 -.092 
MIDYEAR      -.349 .071        -.255*** 
R
2
 .079  .137 
F for Model 2.78**      4.73*** 
F for change in R
2
 2.78**  24.15*** 
* p<.05. ** p<.01. ***p<.001. 
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Table 22  
 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for the Academic Adjustment  
Variable 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 The three subscales of academic adjustment, faculty interaction, academic 
preparedness, and academic competitiveness were investigated individually as dependent 
variables to gain insight about the relationship of the control variables with academic 
adjustment. For the faculty interaction subscale, R
2
 was not significantly different from 
zero for either model; model one R
2 
= .047, F(11, 357) = 1.61, p > .05 and model two R
2
 
= .048, F(12, 356) = 1.51, p > .05. The control variable age (TRADAGE) resulted in a 
significant negative relationship B= -.258, t(368) = -2.90, p < .01 with faculty interaction 
 Coefficients 
 Model 1  Model 2 
Variables B SEB Beta.  B SEB Beta. 
MALE .050 .041 .065  .048 .041 .062 
ASSOCIATE DEGREE .130 .057   .166*  .131 .057  .168* 
FULLTIMESTUDENT -.044 .074 -.033  -.034 .076 -.026 
WHITE .029 .066 .023  .036 .067 .028 
ONCAMPUS -.014 .060 -.017  -.017 .061 -.020 
EMPLOYED .049 .043 .065  .050 .044 .067 
COMMUTER -.029 .050 -.039  -.034 .051 -.045 
MEDSOMECOLLEGE .026 .046 .031  .024 .046 .029 
FEDSOMECOLLEGE -.006 .045 -.008  -.002 .046 -.003 
TRADAGE -.090 .063 -.081  -.092 .064 -.083 
NUMOFCREDITS .000 .002 -.020  .000 .002 -.023 
MIDYEAR      .031 .045 .038 
R
2
    .048     .049 
F for Model 1.64  1.54 
F for change in R
2
 1.636  .481 
* p<.05. ** p<.01. ***p<.001. 
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in model one, as well as for model two B= -.261, t(368) = -2.93, p < .01. This suggested 
that older students had an easier time adjusting to the interactions with faculty than 
traditional age students.  
 The second academic subscale, academic preparedness, was related at a 
statistically significant level to associate degree attainment (ASSOCIATE) and mother‘s 
highest education level (MEDSOMECOLLEGE), as shown on Table 23. Both regression 
coefficients were positive in each model, suggesting that students who had their 
associate‘s degree and students whose mothers had completed at least some college 
tended to be more academically prepared in their adjustment to the four-year academic 
experience. No significant difference was found between fall and mid-year on the second 
academic subscale academic preparedness, indicating that both groups felt equally 
prepared academically by their community college experiences. 
Table 23 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for the Academic Subscale 
Academic Preparedness 
 
 
 
 
 Coefficients 
 Model 1  Model 2 
Variables B SEB Beta.  B SEB Beta. 
MALE .023 .078 .015  .033 .078 .022 
ASSOCIATE DEGREE .237 .110   .158*  .234 .110  .156* 
FULLTIMESTUDENT -.103 .141 -.041  -.140 .144 -.056 
WHITE .102 .128 .042  .083 .129 .034 
ONCAMPUS -.087 .116 -.053  -.077 .116 -.047 
EMPLOYED .030 .084 .021  .025 .084 .017 
     (continued) 
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Table 23 (continued) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 When a regression analysis was conducted with the third subscale of academic 
adjustment, academic competitive level of the four-year institution, neither model was 
significant, however model two produced a significant F change (p<.05). In the first 
model R
2
 = .042, F(11, 357) = 1.40, p > .05 the regression coefficient for enrollment 
status (FULLTIMESTUDENT) was negative and significantly related B= -3.174, t(368) 
= -3.09, p < .01 to academic competitiveness. In the second model R
2
 = .052, F(12, 356) 
= 1.64, p > .05, with regression coefficients term of entry B= -.110, t(368) = -2.01, p < 
.05 and enrollment status B= -.151, t(368) = -2.65, p < .01 were significant. Because term 
of entry was positive and enrollment status was negatively related this implies that 
students who are part-time and those who entered in mid-year found themselves feeling 
less academic stress compared to the fall transfer students and provides some indication 
 Coefficients 
 Model 1  Model 2 
Variables B SEB Beta.  B SEB Beta. 
COMMUTER -.037 .096 -.026  -.021 .097 -.015 
MEDSOMECOLLEGE .247 .088   .158*  .252 .088   .161* 
FEDSOMECOLLEGE .003 .086 .002  -.012 .087 -.008 
TRADAGE .014 .122 .007  .025 .122 .012 
NUMOFCREDITS .000 .003 -.007  .000 .003 -.004 
MIDYEAR      -.110 .086 -.070 
R
2
 .060  .064 
F for Model 2.01*  1.99* 
F for change in R
2
 2.014*  1.659 
* p<.05. ** p<.01. ***p<.001. 
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that the students did not perceive that the four-year university was more academically 
competitive than the two-year institution that they attended.  
 Personal adjustment. The personal adjustment scale had three subscales after 
reviewing the principal component factor analysis and reducing to suitable components. 
These subscales were used to modify the personal adjustment construct which was used 
in the regression analysis. Both models were significant and three controls had significant 
relationships to personal adjustment (see Table 24). In model one there was a significant 
model (p<.001) and significant negative regression coefficient for, employment status 
(EMPLOYED; p<.001). In model two, employment status (EMPLOYED, p=001) 
remained significant and commuting status (COMMUTER; p=.035) became significant 
in relation to personal adjustment. That the regression coefficients for employment status 
and commuter status were negative, signifies that those who were unemployed and those 
that did not commute to campus had an easier time making the personal adjustment to the 
four-year campus. However, term of entry did not produce a statistical significant 
relationship with personal adjustment indicating that both fall and mid-year transfer 
students when all other demographic variables are controlled experience similar personal 
adjustment to the four-year campus.  
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Table 24  
 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for the Personal Adjustment 
Variable  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 When investigating further by analyzing each subscale for personal adjustment a 
number of significant relationships were identified. The first subscale, campus size, was 
not significantly related R
2
 = .047, F(11, 357) = 1.586, p > .05 to this set of variables as a 
whole (n=369). The term of entry variable produced no significance in regard to its 
relationship to campus size while controlling for these demographic variables. This 
means that both fall and spring samples adjusted similarly to the physical size of the 
campus and the size of the student body. The second subscale, external responsibilities, 
 Coefficients 
 Model 1  Model 2 
Variables B SEB Beta.  B SEB Beta. 
MALE .078 .040 .100  .074 .040 .093 
ASSOCIATE DEGREE .088 .057 .110  .090 .056 .114 
FULLTIMESTUDENT .067 .074 .050  .088 .075 .065 
WHITE .010 .066 .008  .023 .066 .018 
ONCAMPUS -.010 .060 -.011  -.016 .060 -.018 
EMPLOYED -.155 .043      -.201***  -.153 .043      -.198*** 
COMMUTER -.097 .050 -.126  -.106 .050 -.138* 
MEDSOMECOLLEGE .073 .046 .087  .070 .046 .084 
FEDSOMECOLLEGE .006 .045 .007  .014 .045 .018 
TRADAGE .012 .063 .011  .007 .063 .007 
NUMOFCREDITS .000 .002 .012  .000 .002 .007 
MIDYEAR      .064 .044 .077 
R
2
 .095   1.00 
F for Model   3.39***         3.30*** 
F for change in R
2
   3.39***  2.10 
* p<.05. ** p<.01. ***p<.001. 
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showed significance in both models and a significant F-change in model one as illustrated 
in table 25. Additionally, the regression coefficients of gender (MALE; p=.002) and 
employment status (EMPLOYED; p=.000) were significantly related (n=369). 
Table 25 
Results of Linear Regression for the Personal Adjustment Subscale External 
Responsibilities 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
 
 
 Coefficients 
 Model 1  Model 2 
Variables B SEB Beta.  B SEB Beta. 
MALE .170 .054     .154**  .173 .055     .156** 
ASSOCIATE DEGREE .090 .076 .080  .088 .076 .079 
FULLTIMESTUDENT .035 .099 .018  .023 .101 .012 
WHITE .057 .089 .032  .050 .090 .028 
ONCAMPUS -.027 .081 -.022  -.023 .081 -.019 
EMPLOYED -.361 .058       -.333***  -.362 .058       -.334*** 
COMMUTER -.057 .067 -.053  -.052 .068 -.048 
MEDSOMECOLLEGE .100 .062 .085  .102 .062 .087 
FEDSOMECOLLEGE -.036 .060 -.032  -.040 .061 -.036 
TRADAGE .130 .085 .082  .133 .085 .083 
NUMOFCREDITS .001 .002 .028  .001 .002 .030 
MIDYEAR      -.036 .060 -.031 
R
2
 .165  .166 
F for Model 6.41***  5.89*** 
F for change in R
2
 6.408***  .369 
* p<.05. ** p<.01. ***p<.001. 
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 Gender (MALE) was positively related and employment status (EMPLOYED) 
was negatively related to external responsibilities adjustment, when other demographic 
variables were controlled indicating male respondents and respondents who were not 
employed reported less external responsibilities that interfered with their adjustment. The 
R
2
 is modest in size, which indicates this result was reasonably predictable. No 
significant relationship existed between external responsibilities and term of entry 
suggesting that both groups were similar in regard to how external responsibilities, such 
as family and work responsibilities interfered with their adjustment.  
 The third personal adjustment subscale, registration/advising, rendered the results 
displayed in Table 26. Model one overall was not significant, although it contained 
regression coefficients associate degree attainment (ASSOCIATE), and enrollment status 
(FULLTIMESTUDENT) that were significant. Once term of entry (MIDYEAR) entered 
into model two, the entire model became significant and it produced a significant F-
change (p=.001). Significant regression coefficients in the second model were term of 
entry (p=.001), associate degree attainment (p=.030), enrollment status (p=.006), and 
commuter status (COMMUTER; p=.50). Commuter status was the only regression 
coefficient that was negatively related to the registration/advising subscale. This indicates 
that respondents who earned an associate degree, attended full-time their first semester, 
did not commute to campus, and entered in mid-year experienced comparatively little 
difficulty with the registration process or advising. The R-squared values showed an 
increase of about 3% of the total variance explained by the addition of the term of entry 
variable.  
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Table 26 
Results of Linear Regression for the Personal Adjustment Subscale  
Registration/Advising 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Awareness and Usage of Institutional Resources 
 The third and fourth research questions investigated differences in awareness and 
usage of institutional resources between the fall 2008 and spring 2009 samples while 
controlling for demographic variables. The TSAS was modified for each semester to 
reflect institutional resources that were made available to entering transfer students. The 
 Coefficients 
 Model 1  Model 2 
Variables B SEB Beta.  B SEB Beta. 
MALE -.060 .064 -.049  -.078 .064 -.064 
ASSOCIATE DEGREE .184 .090   .149*  .193 .089   .157* 
FULLTIMESTUDENT .249 .118   .119*  .325 .118     .155** 
WHITE -.143 .105 -.072  -.097 .104 -.049 
ONCAMPUS -.071 .096 -.053  -.095 .095 -.070 
EMPLOYED .008 .069 .007  .016 .068 .014 
COMMUTER -.122 .080 -.102  -.155 .079  -.130* 
MEDSOMECOLLEGE .102 .073 .078  .091 .072 .070 
FEDSOMECOLLEGE .015 .071 .012  .045 .071 .036 
TRADAGE -.128 .100 -.072  -.145 .099 -.082 
NUMOFCREDITS -.001 .003 -.030  -.001 .003 -.042 
MIDYEAR      .232 .070 .180*** 
R
2
 .045  .074 
F for Model 1.54    2.38** 
F for change in R
2
 1.54   11.13*** 
* p<.05. ** p<.01. ***p<.001. 
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researcher used the University Web site and consulted with the Office of Transition 
Services to identify these resources.  
 The six institutional resources items on the TSAS that were computed into an 
awareness and usage variables were Transfer Admission Checklist (online resource), a 
transfer day orientation program, an Academic Information Session (part of transfer day 
program), a student club and organization information fair, a transfer floor option (within 
the university residence halls), and tutoring service. The fall 2008 sample had access to 
two institutional resources that were unavailable to the spring 2009 sample. Therefore, 
those two resources were removed from the awareness and usage variables prior to 
running these comparative analyses. It is important to note that the fall sample had two 
additional resources to aid in their adjustment beyond the statistical comparison.  
 The awareness and usage variables were obtained by summing the responses to 
the six resources and then computing an average for each awareness and usage variable. 
For each resource, respondents could indicate whether they were unaware, aware, but did 
not use, or aware and used (1 = not aware and did not use, 2 = aware, but did not use, and 
3 = aware and used) each resource. Specifically, a mean was computed for the awareness 
variable by summing responses that included responses of 2 or 3 and the usage variable 
was obtained by summing responses of 3 only. A possible limitation due to the structure 
of this TSAS item was that it was impossible to determine if awareness of institutional 
resources predicted use. 
  Awareness variable.  To answer the research question pertaining to awareness, 
the variable awareness was used as the dependent variable and the demographic variables 
served as controls (gender, age, race, living arrangements, commuter status, enrollment 
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status, employment status, associate‘s degree, mother education level, father‘s education 
level, and number of credits transferred). Term of entry (fall 2008 or spring 2009) was 
entered into the second block), and results are displayed in table 27. 
Table 27  
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for the Awareness Variable 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
  
  
 
 
 There was a significant relationship between the control variables in model one 
and awareness, F(11, 357) =2.305, (p=.008), and in model two F(12, 356) =2.855, 
p=.001. The only significant regression coefficient in model one was race/ethnicity 
(WHITE; p = .016). This indicates that white respondents were aware of more resources 
 Coefficients 
 Model 1  Model 2 
Variables B SEB Beta.  B SEB Beta. 
MALE .121 .155 .041  .159 .154 .053 
ASSOCIATE DEGREE .214 .217 .071  .193 .215 .064 
FULLTIMESTUDENT .467 .286 .092  .300 .288 .059 
WHITE .609 .252   .126*  .509 .252   .105* 
ONCAMPUS .440 .230 .133  .491 .228   .149* 
EMPLOYED -.054 .165 -.018  -.071 .164 -.024 
COMMUTER -.288 .192 -.099  -.215 .192 -.074 
MEDSOMECOLLEGE .298 .177 .094  .320 .176 .101 
FEDSOMECOLLEGE -.235 .172 -.077  -.299 .171 -.098 
TRADAGE -.046 .374 -.011  -.029 .370 -.007 
NUMOFCREDITS -.002 .006 -.022  .000 .006 -.010 
MIDYEAR      -.499 .168     -.158** 
R
2
 .072  .095 
F for Model    2.305**       2.855*** 
F for change in R
2
   2.305**    8.836** 
* p<.05. ** p<.01. ***p<.001.   
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than non-white students. In the second model, term of entry (MIDYEAR; p =.003), 
race/ethnicity (WHITE; p = .044), and living arrangements (ONCAMPUS; p =.032) were 
significantly related to awareness. Respondents that lived on campus appeared to be more 
aware of institutional resources than students that lived off campus. The term of entry 
variable was negatively associated with fall transfer students, and these students appeared 
to be more aware of institutional resources than mid-year transfer students. 
 Usage variable. The usage variable was computed the same way as the awareness 
variable and consisted of the same six institutional resources. The linear regression 
results, as shown in Table 28, indicate that commuter status (COMMUTE; p=.025), 
mother‘s education level. (MEDSOMECOLLEGE; p=.029), and living on campus 
(ONCAMPUS; p=.047) were statistically significant (p<.05) when predicting usage of 
institutional resources to aid in adjustment for these two samples. When term of entry 
was entered into the regression equation it was not statistically significant. Regression 
coefficients for commuter status (p=.016) and mother‘s education level (p=.035) were 
significant. Since commuter status was negatively associated with usage it indicated that 
students who did not commute appeared to use more institutional services. This 
corresponds with living on campus and is a logical finding because on campus residents 
are closer in proximity and may have an easier time using these on-campus institutional 
resources. Transfer students whose mother‘s education level was some college use 
institutional resources more than their counterparts. This could be that mothers‘ with 
some college experience are aware that some resources are beneficial and may 
recommend their students use these resources. 
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Table 28  
 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for the Usage Variable 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
    
 
 
 
Adjustment With Awareness and Usage  
 The fifth research question inquired about the relationships between awareness 
and usage of institutional resources and the social, academic, or personal adjustment of 
fall and mid-year community college transfer students when demographic variables were 
controlled. As before, the control variables were entered in block one, the awareness and 
usage variables were entered into block two, and the term of entry was placed into the 
 Coefficients 
 Model 1  Model 2 
Variables B SEB Beta.  B SEB Beta. 
MALE -.137 .151 -.047  -.156 .152 -.054 
ASSOCIATE DEGREE .145 .212 .049  .155 .212 .053 
FULLTIMESTUDENT .287 .277 .057  .369 .281 .074 
WHITE .073 .247 .015  .123 .249 .026 
ONCAMPUS .449 .225  .139*  .424 .225 .131 
EMPLOYED .229 .162 .080  .238 .162 .083 
COMMUTER -.421 .187   -.147*  -.457 .188   -.160* 
MEDSOMECOLLEGE .377 .172   .122*  .366 .172   .118* 
FEDSOMECOLLEGE -.237 .168 -.080  -.205 .169 -.069 
TRADAGE -.123 .236 -.029  -.142 .236 -.034 
NUMOFCREDITS .006 .006 .072  .006 .006 .066 
MIDYEAR      .249 .166 .081 
R
2
 .071  .077 
F for Model   2.484**     2.472** 
F for change in R
2
   2.484**  2.253 
* p<.05. ** p<.01. ***p<.001. 
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third block for the linear regression analyses of social, academic, and personal 
adjustment. When social adjustment served as the dependent variable in the regression 
analysis, the results shown in table 29 significant relationships were found in all three 
blocks (n=369). 
Table 29  
 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Social Adjustment With Awareness and Usage 
Variables 
 
 
 Coefficients 
 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3 
Variables B SEB Beta.  B SEB Beta.  B SEB Beta. 
MALE .044 .054 .043  .034 .051 .033  .044 .051 .043 
ASSOCIATE DEGREE .138 .076 .134  .114 .071 .111  .111 .071 .107 
FULLTIMESTUDENT .143 .099 .082  .092 .093 .052  .060 .095 .034 
WHITE .127 .088 .076  .062 .084 .037  .046 .084 .028 
ONCAMPUS .031 .080 .027  -.025 .076 -.022  -.014 .076 -.012 
EMPLOYED -.010 .058 -.010  -.009 .055 -.009  -.014 .055 -.014 
COMMUTER -.054 .067 -.053  -.016 .064 -.016  .000 .064 .000 
MEDSOMECOLLEGE .092 .062 .084  .055 .059 .050  .059 .058 .054 
FEDSOMECOLLEGE -.054 .060 -.052  -.025 .057 -.024  -.038 .057 -.037 
TRADAGE -.066 .084 -.044  -.030 .080 -.020  -.024 .080 -.017 
NUMOFCREDITS -.004 .002   -.151*  -.005 .002 -.153*  -.004 .002 -.149* 
USAGE     .021 .021 .060  .029 .022 .081 
AWARENESS     .105 .021     .306***  .096 .021      .280*** 
MIDYEAR          -.103 .058 -.095 
R
2
   .039  .147  .155 
F for Model 1.303       4.716***       4.634*** 
F for change in R
2
 1.303      22.622***  3.189 
* p<.05. ** p<.01. ***p<.001. 
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Model one was not found to be significant, however, both model two and three 
were significant (p<.001). In the first model only one coefficient, number of credits 
transferred (NUMBEROFCREDITS; p<.05) was found to be significant with social 
adjustment. However, in the second model the number of credits transferred remained 
significant and negative (p<.05) and awareness of institutional resources (AWARENESS; 
p<.001) was significant and positively related to social adjustment. Adding the term of 
entry variable (MIDYEAR) in model three did not have a significant effect, only number 
of credits transferred (p<.05) and awareness (p<.001) were significant. Therefore, term of 
entry did not significantly predict social adjustment when controlling for demographic 
variables or awareness and use of institutional resources, as indicated in Table 29. These 
results suggest that students who transferred less credits, since this variable was 
negatively related, and students who were more aware of institutional resources appeared 
to more aptly socially adjust. There was a significant difference between fall and mid-
year on social adjustment in an earlier analysis and an important non-finding is that 
controlling for awareness and usage equalizes the term of entry difference for social 
adjustment. Controlling awareness and usage indicates that when both groups use and are 
aware at the same degree the difference in social adjustment disappears.  
Investigating academic adjustment using the same regression procedure and 
independent variables produced significant results in models two and three, as shown in 
Table 30. The only statistically significant predictor variable of adjusting academically 
was the positive relationship with attainment of an associate‘s degree (ASSOCIATES) in 
all three models (p=.023 in model one, p=.032 in model two, and p=.031 in model three).  
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Table 30 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Academic Adjustment With Awareness and 
Usage Variables 
 However, the significant change for F in model two indicates that when 
awareness and usage were entered into the equation they do predict academic adjustment 
although neither regression coefficients were significantly related. Also, model three was 
significant when term of entry entered the regression equation; however, the regression 
coefficient did not predict a significant relationship between term of entry and academic 
 Coefficients 
 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3 
Variables B SEB Beta.  B SEB Beta.  B SEB Beta. 
MALE .050 .041 .065  .051 .040 .067  .048 .041 .062 
ASSOCIATE DEGREE .130 .057   .166*  .121 .056   .155*  .122 .056   .157* 
FULLTIMESTUDENT -.044 .074 -.033  -.061 .074 -.046  -.050 .075 -.038 
WHITE .029 .066 .023  .015 .066 .012  .020 .067 .016 
ONCAMPUS -.014 .060 -.017  -.036 .060 -.043  -.040 .060 -.047 
EMPLOYED .049 .043 .065  .044 .043 .058  .046 .043 .061 
COMMUTER -.029 .050 -.039  -.012 .050 -.015  -.017 .051 -.023 
MEDSOMECOLLEGE .026 .046 .031  .009 .046 .011  .007 .046 .009 
FEDSOMECOLLEGE -.006 .045 -.008  .005 .045 .007  .010 .045 .013 
TRADAGE -.090 .063 -.081  -.080 .063 -.072  -.082 .063 -.074 
NUMOFCREDITS .000 .002 -.020  .000 .002 -.027  .000 .002 -.030 
USAGEWO     .029 .017 .109  .026 .017 .099 
AWARENESSWO     .021 .016 .080  .024 .017 .093 
MIDYEAR          .037 .046 .045 
R
2
  .048  .074  .075 
F for Model 1.636     2.174**  2.062* 
F for change in R
2
 1.636     4.935**  .642 
*p<.05. ** p<.01. ***p<.001 
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adjustment. So with awareness and usage controlled there was no difference in the 
academic adjustment between these fall and mid-year transfer students.  
 Personal adjustment was entered next into the regression analysis as the 
dependent variable, with the same controls and independent variables as used in the 
previous linear regression equations, as indicated in Table 31 (n=369).  
Table 31 
 
Results of Linear Regression Analysis for Personal Adjustment With Awareness and 
Usage Variables  
 Coefficients 
 Model 1  Model 2  Model 3 
Variables B SEB Beta.  B SEB Beta.  B SEB Beta. 
MALE .078 .040 .100  .073 .040 .093  .064 .040 .081 
ASSOCIATE DEGREE .088 .057 .110  .076 .055 .095  .079 .055 .099 
FULLTIMESTUDENT .067 .074 .050  .042 .072 .031  .071 .073 .053 
WHITE .010 .066 .008  -.023 .065 -.018  -.009 .065 -.007 
ONCAMPUS -.010 .060 -.011  -.037 .059 -.043  -.048 .059 -.055 
EMPLOYED -.155 .043      -.201***  -.154 .042      -.200***  -.149 .042     -.193*** 
COMMUTER -.097 .050 -.126  -.079 .049 -.102  -.093 .049 -.120 
MEDSOMECOLLEGE .073 .046 .087  .055 .045 .065  .051 .045 .060 
FEDSOMECOLLEGE .006 .045 .007  .020 .044 .025  .033 .044 .041 
TRADAGE .012 .063 .011  .030 .062 .027  .025 .061 .022 
NUMOFCREDITS .000 .002 .012  .000 .002 .011  .000 .002 .005 
USAGEWO     .009 .016 .034  .002 .017 .008 
AWARENESSWO     .054 .016      .203***  .062 .016      .234*** 
MIDYEAR          .095 .044 .114* 
R
2
 .095  .141  .152 
F for Model    3.394***      4.476***      4.522*** 
F for change in R
2
    3.394***     9.533***  4.538* 
* p<.05. ** p<.01. ***p<.001 
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 All three models indicated significant results and significant F for changes in R-
squared as reported in Table 31. The coefficients for employment status (EMPLOYED; 
p<.001) were negative and significant in all three models. This implies that students not 
employed were able to personally adjust better than students who were employed. In 
model two, when awareness and usage entered, awareness (AWARENESS; p<.001) was 
positive and significantly related and remained significant in model three. Since the entire 
model was significant and producing a significant F change for R-squared, this implies 
that students who were more aware and used more institutional resources had a more 
positive personal adjustment to campus. In model three, term of entry (MIDYEAR; 
p<.05), had a positive and significant regression coefficient, denoting that community 
college transfer students that began mid-year appeared to personally adjust better than 
those who entered in the fall. Thus, when awareness and usage were not controlled, 
personal adjustment was not significantly related to term of entry. Thus, equalizing 
awareness and usage elevates mid-year transfer students to significantly having a more 
positive personal adjustment than fall transfer students. This result will be discussed 
further in Chapter 5. 
   
 
Adjustment Results (Qualitative) 
 Research question six specifically asked what factors were perceived to influence 
the adjustment process of community college transfer students entering in the fall 
compared to those entering mid-year after their first 12 weeks at a public, four-year 
institution. To answer this question qualitative data was collected through small group 
interviews with participants from both the fall and mid-year cohorts. Responses to open-
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ended essay questions on the TSAS were also used for this analysis. Specifically, 
respondents were asked to share (a) how the university could have better helped them 
adjust to campus life, (b) any challenges that they faced in adjusting to the university that 
were not asked as part of the survey, and (c) anything important that they felt the 
researcher should know about their adjustment that was not asked in the survey. Table 32 
indicates the total number of responses for fall 2008 and spring 2009 samples (cohorts) 
for each question. Responses such as ―nothing,‖ ―N/A,‖ or ―no questions‖ were removed 
prior to tallying the number of statements since they provided limited value and were 
treated as a missing value.  
Table 32  
 
Essay Responses From Fall 2008 and Spring 2009 TSAS Respondents 
  
 
 Additionally, some statements were irrelevant towards adjustment and some were 
extremely personal by nature (naming an adviser by name) and therefore not included in 
this analysis. Initial analysis involved coding TSAS open-ended responses and all small 
group interview data into same three categories that were used as the conceptual 
framework for the study (academic, social, and personal), as based on prior literature 
(see, for example, Britt & Hirt, 1999; Townsend 1995; Gumm, 2006; Townsend & 
TSAS essay questions Fall 2008 (n=258) % 
Spring 2009 
(n=115) % Total 
Please share any challenges that you 
faced in adjusting to (research site) that 
were not asked. 
130 67% 63 33% 193 
How could (research site) better help you 
adjust to campus life? 
124 67% 60 33% 184 
What do you feel is important to know 
about your adjustment that has not been 
asked? 
61 73% 22 27% 83 
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Wilson, 2006), which produced a total of 569 usable statements. These data were coded a 
second time using Miles and Huberman‘s (1994) method of clustering like items 
together, and this analysis resulted in the identification of 32 distinct clusters. Some 
statements were cross coded into more than one cluster. 
 A final analysis sorted the data into two categories, with one category reflecting 
those statements that impeded adjustment and the other category reflecting statements 
that promoted adjustment (see Table 33). This step was performed to identify the 
directionality of the qualitative statements and align them with the quantitative analysis. 
In both cohorts, around 80% of the statements were identified impediments to 
adjustment. Due to the larger number of respondents for fall 2008 (n=258) than mid-year 
2009 (n=115), it was understandable that there were more survey response statements 
found in the fall cohort than the mid-year cohort (61% fall 2008; 39% spring 2009). 
Table 33  
 
Direction of Adjustment Statements 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 Since the central question of this research was a focus on differences in the 
adjustment of fall and mid-year community college transfer students, the qualitative 
findings presented focused solely on a comparison of perceived factors that influenced 
adjustment. This discussion was not intended to be exhaustive of all factors identified by 
students but rather those factors that deepen understanding of quantitative results. This 
Cohort 
Promotes 
Adjustment % 
Impedes 
Adjustment % 
No 
Direction % Total % 
Fall 2008 70 21% 272 78% 4 1% 346 61% 
Spring 2009 35 16% 181 81% 7 3% 223 39% 
Total 105 18% 453 80% 11 2% 569 100% 
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was because of the study‘s use of a sequential, mixed method design wherein the 
quantitative results were the leading and more dominant form of data relative to the 
qualitative data. 
Table 34 
Qualitative Analysis Identification of Categories and Clusters  
Category/Cluster 
Fall 2008 
Number of 
Statements 
Spring 2009 
Number of 
Statements 
Total Number 
of Statements 
(n=569) 
Social 
Social – undefined  3  3  6 
Pre-existing social networks 28 13 41 
Campus diversity  3  6  9 
Social organizations/Campus activities 24 11 35 
Apartment living  19 5 24 
Activities geared towards freshmen 21 11 32 
Awkward socially connecting  7  3 10 
Residence hall living  9 11 20 
Age/nontraditional  16 5 21 
Orientation services 26 16 42 
Commuting to campus  
10  2 12 
Homesickness 
 3  3  6 
Total – Social 
       169 (66%)          89 (34%) 258 
Academic 
Academic – undefined  3  0  3 
Academic preparedness 10  6 16 
Lecture halls  9  3 12 
Faculty interaction/Expectations 14 10 23 
Coursework (reading, homework, etc.) 17 15 32 
Credits not transferring   5  1  6 
   (continued) 
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Table 34 (continued) 
 
   
Category/Cluster  
Fall 2008 
Number of  
Statements 
Spring 2009 
Number of  
Statements 
Total Number 
of Statements 
(n=569) 
Advising 11  2 13 
Major related adjustment 24 11 35 
Total – Academic        104 (68%)           50 (32%) 140 
Personal 
Personal – undefined 12  0 12 
Parking  11  8 19 
Lack of information 19 10 29 
Prior experience on campus  3  1  4 
Size of campus  8  4 12 
Adjusting to technology  8  9 17 
Meal preparation  3  2  5 
Adjusting with jobs/employment   7  7 14 
Military transition issues  1  2  3 
Weather -related issues  7  6 13 
Financial  6  5 11 
Total – Personal           85 (63%)          54 (39%) 139 
Term of Entry and Total 
Term of Entry 0 32 32 
Total – All statements  358 211 569 
 
 Social adjustment (qualitative analysis). The social adjustment category has 
been well-documented in the literature (Britt & Hirt, 1999; Townsend & Wilson, 2006) 
as containing such concepts as making friends, and joining social groups. The category of 
social adjustment contained 252 adjustment statements (45% of all cohort statements 
combined) and consisted of 12 different clusters. Students perceived much of their 
adjustment being influenced by social factors. The clusters of orientation services, pre-
existing social networks, and activities geared toward freshmen each contain over 30 
statements and accounted for 60% of all statements that were coded social adjustment. 
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Table 35 displays the breakdown of the clusters within the social category and their 
corresponding number of statements.  
Table 35 
Qualitative Social Adjustment Category and Clusters  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 There were a number of social clusters that contained no comparable differences 
between fall and mid-year transfer students. For example, the campus diversity cluster 
included statements from both cohorts indicating that the research site was perceived as 
less diverse and not as welcoming in comparison to their community colleges. In 
addition, the lack of diversity at the research site was a difficult adjustment to the campus 
for some students. Likewise, for the apartment living cluster, all of the mid-year transfer 
students statements (n=5) and 83% (n=15) of the fall transfer student statements 
identified this cluster as impeding social adjustment. Both cohorts suggested that living in 
an apartment made it difficult to socially connect with peers and perceived it to be more 
Clusters 
Fall 2008 
Number and 
Percent of 
Statements 
Spring 2009 
Number and 
Percent of 
Statements 
Total 
Number of 
Statements 
(n=569) 
Social – undefined   3 (50%)   3 (50%)    6 
Pre-existing social networks 28 (68%)  13 (32%)   41 
Campus diversity   3 (33%)   6 (66%)    9 
Social organizations/Campus activities 24 (69%)  11(31%)   35 
Apartment living  19 (79%)   5 (21%)   24 
Activities geared towards freshmen 21 (66%)  11 (33%)   32 
Awkward socially connecting   7 (70%)   3 (30%)   10 
Residence hall living   9 (45%)  11 (55%)   20 
Age/nontraditional  16 (76%)   5 (24%)   21 
Orientation services 26 (62%)  16 (38%)   42 
Commuting to campus   10 (83%)   2 (17%)   12 
Homesickness    3 (50%)   3 (50%)    6 
Total Social Adjustment Statements  169 (66%) 89 (34%) 258 
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isolating that the residence halls. This finding was consistent with Nowak‘s (2004) 
qualitative study, which indicated that students thought they did not know anyone on 
campus and that living off-campus made it more difficult for them to adjust. The 
quantitative findings from this study also indicated that students who lived on campus 
were more aware of and used more institutional resources to aid in adjustment than off-
campus students. In addition, transfer students who did not commute personally adjusted 
better than those who self-identified as commuters. Commuting to campus also formed a 
cluster in the qualitative data and was perceived by transfer students in both cohorts as 
impeding social adjustment.  
 Another cluster formed from statements regarding how age influenced 
adjustment. Mainly older students who shared that the adjustment was more difficult than 
they perceived it would be for younger students. There were no differences between the 
two cohorts on the age cluster. Based on their comments during the small group meetings 
and open-ended survey responses, many of both of the fall and mid-year transfer students 
self-identified or perceived themselves as older students, observing that they struggled to 
fit in with younger students at the university. Both cohorts suggested that their 
community colleges were more accepting of older students than the university.  
 To the same degree, the cluster labeled homesickness had statements from some 
students in both cohorts about difficulties being away from family and friends. Also, no 
differences were found between the cohorts on social awkwardness. Both of the fall and 
mid-year transfer students made statements about feeling awkward or believing that they 
would feel awkward when trying to meet new people.  
 138 
 
 Orientation services.  The most prominent cluster representing 42 statements 
(combined fall and mid-year cohorts) within the social adjustment category was 
orientation services. Statements in this cluster referred to an orientation day, first week 
activities, campus tours, transfer specific orientations, and socializing opportunities 
during orientation activities. Both fall and mid-year cohorts had three statements each 
that demonstrated how orientation services promoted adjustment. Both fall and mid-year 
students who made positive assertions about orientation referred to how orientation 
services helped them meet other transfer students and learn about campus resources. For 
example, a fall transfer student shared, ―I think the program they have for transfer 
students is very helpful. It teaches you about life on campus and gives you a chance to 
meet other transfer students.‖ A mid-year transfer student offered a similar statement, ―I 
went to transfer day too, and I felt that kind of helped me with financial aid and where to 
park my car.‖  
While some students offered these kinds of positive statements, most statements 
indicated that orientation services needed to be improved, and this is an area where 
differences emerged between the mid-year and fall cohorts. By comparison, mid-year 
transfer students wanted more initial orientation, including wanting to know the campus 
lay-out and asking for tours, they did not mention first-week activities which were 
mentioned by fall transfers. Fall transfer students, on the other hand, did not mention 
tours and they said little about initial orientation experiences and rather chose to describe 
how they did not attend first-week activities because they perceived first-week activities 
to be geared mostly to freshman students. A statement from a student who did attend 
orientation demonstrates this sentiment,  
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I did attend [the first –week orientation], and there was maybe only one session 
that was geared toward transfer students… we were kind of thrown in with the 
freshmen….Everything was geared toward freshmen. They didn‘t even encourage 
us to go, they said basically you just have to show up to this one thing and you‘re 
done. So it was kind of discouraging because there were a lot of social events that 
they had for freshmen.  
 
Orientation being directed toward freshmen seemed to be an area that caused 
concern for fall transfer students, as they did not perceive being accepted or benefiting 
from these first-week orientation activities. This may explain why many fall transfer 
students reported not attending first week activities. For instance, fall transfer students 
enter the university with a large class size of freshmen, so some fall transfer students may 
feel lost in the crowd.  
 Similar to the fall transfer group, the mid-year transfer students expressed a need 
for early semester activities or transfer student specific activities. However, as mentioned, 
the mid-year transfer cohort also mentioned wanting campus tours and initial orientation 
services. One mid-year transfer student wrote, ―I never got to take a walking tour, and I 
think that might have helped me.‖ When offered, several students in this small group 
interview nodded in agreement. In one small group interview three mid-year transfer 
students said they wished the university offered longer initial transfer orientations. One 
mid-year transfer student said, ―I think if they have a social overnight, like they do for 
freshmen, which would be helpful for transfer students. I would have come down earlier 
if it meant I‘d meet some other transfer students.‖ Two other students in that same small 
group agreed that they would have liked the opportunity to connect with other transfers. 
One mid-year transfer student suggested the overnight should be held in November so 
they could meet and interact with current transfer students, as well as other new transfer 
students. 
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These students were insistent that an initial orientation should provide time for 
social interaction with other transfer students. Data from conversations with mid-year 
transfer students suggested that providing opportunities for social interaction during 
initial orientation could reduce stress. Mid-year transfer students believed that social 
opportunities at an initial orientation would help them meet other students who were 
experiencing a similar transition, and possibly connect them with students who could 
become roommates.  
 Overall, both groups of fall and mid-year cohorts offered suggestions for 
orientation services, including offering small group sessions during orientation, hosting 
programs to help transfer students socially connect at the beginning of the semester, and 
addressing transfer issues specifically. In contrast to fall transfer students, mid-year 
transfer students wanted tours and longer initial orientation sessions because they wanted 
to make connections with other transfer students early in their time on the university 
campus. One reason for the difference in the fall and mid-year transfer students‘ 
experiences was the difference in format between fall and spring. The mid-year 
orientation was a shorter and more condensed version of the orientation that took place 
during the summer for fall transfer students. Mid-year transfer students were aware that 
they were entering the university when fewer campus activities and opportunities to 
connect with their peers were present, but desired having orientation programs to 
promote social adjustment during their transition.  
 Pre-existing social networks. The cluster having the second largest number of 
statements for the combined fall and mid-year cohorts was pre-existing social networks, 
consisting of 41 statements. Twenty-seven statements were positively oriented and 
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included friends from high school and community colleges, family, and significant others 
that attended the research site. Of these statements, a majority (n=20) were from fall 
transfer students. Having a pre-existing social network was identified by the fall transfer 
students as their most preferred assistance for socially adjusting. Many mentioned they 
met other friends at the research site through existing friendships. Knowing others at the 
university alleviated the stress and fear of trying to socially fit in and meet new people. 
Statements of fall transfer students who had pre-existing networks demonstrated how 
these friendships aided in their social and personal adjustment. A statement representing 
this finding was from a fall transfer student who said, ―I came down with a buddy, and I 
knew a bunch of other people that were already going here; I met all their friends and so 
that helped.‖ Another fall transfer student shared,  
I have a lot of friends down here which kind of helped me transition. They were 
either from my community college who had transferred here or from my high 
school that were already down here. They kind of showed me around the campus 
and I met other people through them and that kind of helped make the transition 
easier. 
 
This research supports the qualitative findings from Richie (2004) who discovered 
that traditional transfer students who enter with pre-existing social networks are able to 
expand them once at the four-year institution.  
In contrast to fall transfer students who saw their pre-existing networks as an asset 
to their adjustment, a finding consistent with the research of Richie (2004), many mid-
year transfer students indicated that pre-existing networks hindered their social 
adjustment. Specifically, mid-year transfer students spoke of having more difficulty 
fitting into social groups than fall transfer students. Nearly half of the statements by mid-
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year transfer students indicated difficulty feeling accepted into pre-existing groups. One 
mid-year transfer student who lived in a residence hall put it this way,  
I did kind of feel alone, a little isolated, I don‘t know if it was just coming in at 
the spring semester, and I am living in the dorms. So for me it was kind of hard 
because I didn‘t know anyone else on my floor and nobody even in my residence 
hall, and everybody [else] already knew each other and kind of developed their 
own friendships. 
 
Although some fall transfer students had negative experiences with pre-existing 
groups, the number and the tone of statements from mid-year transfer students suggested 
a more difficult struggle to feel included than fall transfers. Some mid-year transfer 
students used phrases like ―I felt isolated,‖ with two sharing their perception that people 
who had friends were not interested in making new friends. One mid-year transfer student 
explained the problem as follows: ―I found it difficult to make new friends here because 
it seems like everyone has their own friends and [they] aren't interested in making new 
friends.‖ Another mid-year transfer student noted how even though the classes were in 
his major, he thought the students already knew each other, and he was the odd person 
out. Mid-year transfer students more so than fall transfer students mentioned a perceived 
a downside to students having pre-existing social networks in that these students are not 
looking to make new acquaintances or forge friendships. 
 Similar to Kodama (2002) who reported 85.5% of students cited other students as 
primary support systems in her research on commuter and transfer students‘ feelings of 
marginality, fall transfer students viewed pre-existing networks as support of their 
transition college. In contrast, many mid-year transfer students saw pre-existing networks 
as either antithetical to their adjustment or not contributing to their transition. The 
quantitative data did not inquire about pre-existing social networks, which from these 
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qualitative findings may contribute to the quantitative find of mid-year transfer students 
having a harder social adjustment than fall transfer students.  
 Social organizations/campus activities. Thirty-five statements (14% of social 
adjustment statements for both cohorts) became the cluster of social organizations and 
campus activities. These data suggested a difference between fall and mid-year transfer 
students, in that, mid-year transfer students experienced difficulty getting involved while 
the fall transfer students did not. Only one statement from a mid-year transfer was 
positively oriented, compared to eight from fall transfer students.  
 The statements of fall transfer students differed from mid-year in that they 
indicated how getting involved in campus church groups, social clubs, such as fraternities 
and sororities, or major-related clubs helped students adjust socially. A statement made 
by a fall transfer student that expressed the value of getting involved was, ―I got 
involved…through organizations within my major and that kind of allowed me to meet 
people and do stuff outside the academics.‖ A fall survey respondent made a statement 
that summarized many fall transfer students‘ perspective, ―I felt like there was some 
activity every step of the way to help me become acclimated to the new environment.‖ 
Another fall transfer student shared how he learned about clubs and organizations by 
stating, ―They have things written on the sidewalk when it is nice outside…Like they had 
this one thing [written], swing dancing class, so I did that.‖ It seemed that for fall transfer 
students it was a more effortless process to find a club or organization but this was not 
the case for mid-year transfer students. 
 One difference between fall and mid-year students was referencing the ability to 
join clubs or organizations. The majority of mid-year transfer student statements 
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indicated a lack of knowledge about clubs and organizations. As the quantitative data 
indicated mid-year transfer students did not attend campus activities or find those 
attended as useful in making social connections. The statements provided through 
interviews and open-ended questions suggest that mid-year transfer students struggled to 
find opportunities to get involved. This difficulty was evident in the description provided 
by a mid-year transfer student, ―I didn't…have any knowledge of the RSO's, clubs, and 
student activities. Perhaps they weren't well advertised, or perhaps they focused more on 
the fall semester. It took a long time to find groups outside of class to associate with.‖ 
This mid-year transfer student explained how she tried reaching out to join a group as she 
shared, ―I e-mailed a group about attending their meeting that I found on the Web site 
that lists all the clubs, and it bounced back to me. How can I join when the leader‘s 
emails bounce back?‖ The perception from mid-year transfer students was that clubs and 
organizations were not recruiting new members mid-year. One mid-year transfer student 
shared how she attended an organizational fair that was hosted the first couple weeks of 
the spring semester. The dance groups she was interested in informed her they held 
auditions in November and for her to reconnect with them in September. Important to 
note, she expressed feeling that her lack of involvement was detrimental to her ability to 
do well academically. She disclosed that she was used to being busy and very involved at 
her prior institution, and that by not feeling socially adjusted she struggled with having 
too much available time on her hand.  
Transferring mid-year was difficult because these students were unable to find 
opportunities to get involved. Waiting a semester may put them at a disadvantage to seek 
leadership opportunities within clubs and organizations, especially if they are transferring 
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during their junior year. A couple of mid-year transfer students expressed frustration and 
intense negative emotions with not being able to get involved. As summed up by one 
mid-year transfer student interviewed in April, ―I still do not feel socially adjusted yet.‖ 
 Activities geared towards freshmen.  Thirty-two statements (13% of social 
adjustment statements for both cohorts) indicated that many of the campus activities 
designed to help students adjust were directed primarily to entering freshmen. This 
cluster expanded beyond orientation services as previously indicated to include many 
campus activities. The only difference found between the cohorts was described by a 
mid-year transfer student, ―It seems as if all preferences and advantages are given to 
freshman students. I don't know if it is because fall weather is just nicer or maybe people 
figure that transfer students are big enough to not need this.‖ This student was implying 
that preferences and advantages for fall freshmen were associated with the weather. In a 
small group interview held with one fall transfer student and four mid-year transfer 
students, the fall transfer student indicated that there were more activities in the fall and 
from her perspective, that many were geared toward freshmen. Specifically, she 
referenced extended orientation activities, such as a movie on the quad. Despite being 
open to all students, transfer students felt these programs were designed for the new 
freshman students. Nearly all remarks coded in this cluster suggested the focus was 
directed toward incoming freshmen not transfer students. Statements that capture this 
sentiment include, ―My sister was a freshman here and I was a transfer student, so I was 
kind of able to see all the stuff she went through as a freshman, and I definitely thought 
there were a lot more programs and different things open for freshmen.‖ A mid-year 
transfer student shared, ―When I was at community college, I heard my friends talk about 
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their freshman activities that they were going to and they don‘t really have that for 
transfer students.‖ Other fall transfer students confirmed this by mentioning that they 
thought the student organization fair was primarily for freshmen because they believed 
clubs and organizations were not looking for transfer students. Both fall and mid-year 
transfer students attributed their age and their upper-class status as unattractive qualities 
to campus clubs and organizations, who would want freshmen because they could be with 
the club for a longer period of time. The only remark suggesting a promotion of 
adjustment was from a fall transfer student, who stated,  
They had stuff the week before classes started. There were some activities and 
stuff, but some of it was combined with freshmen (during extended orientation). 
They did have one social thing for transfer students, but not many people were 
there. 
 
Aside from this single statement, fall and mid-year transfer students both noticed 
the absence of transfer specific clubs or organizations. Many statements included wanting 
to see transfer student socials, dances, and groups that targeted transfer students. Transfer 
students, both fall and mid-year, felt out-of-place when being combined with freshmen. 
These data strongly suggest transfer students would prefer having separate transfer 
student activities and involvement opportunities.  
Residence hall living. Twenty statements (8% of the social adjustment statements 
for both cohorts) addressed how living in the residence halls influenced their social 
adjustment. A difference between the fall and mid-year transfer students who lived in the 
halls were that more mid-year transfer students expressed feeling isolated and alone 
because of the pre-existing social structure in the halls than fall transfer students. Simply 
put, the mid-year students felt that other students living on their floor and in the halls 
already knew each other. One mid-year transfer student wrote, ―I would definitely not 
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recommend freshman or transfer students to live there their first semester because it feels 
isolating.‖ In comparison, fall transfer students shared more roommate issues and 
perceptions that they were older and more mature than most other students living in the 
halls. For example, four students (two fall transfer and two mid-year transfer) had 
experienced problems being placed with a freshman and a want to live with another 
transfer student. A statement by a mid-year transfer student that clearly describes this 
was, ―Perhaps if I was paired with a roommate that was in the same situation, things 
would be easier, or if I was on a transfer floor, that would make things easier.‖ 
Regardless of term of entry, transfer students felt it was important to be with students that 
they could relate to and share a common value. The majority of the statements in this 
cluster suggested living in the halls impeded both fall and mid-year transfer students‘ 
social adjustment, and as one fall transfer student shared in a small group interview, he 
felt, ―surrounded by freshmen.‖   
 Mid-year transfer students thought their experience went beyond the differences 
of freshman and transfer students. Some articulated feeling more isolated upon moving 
into the halls and attributed it to the term of entry. A mid-year transfer student answered 
the survey question regarding challenges faced while adjusting with this response, 
―Adjusting to dorm life. As a transfer, it is difficult to come in mid-year and just be 
accepted by those around you...I found it especially hard.‖  
 These qualitative findings may explain some of the variance in the quantitative 
research that reported mid-year transfer students struggling more with social adjustment 
than fall transfer students. Living on campus was also significantly linked to having a 
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positive personal adjustment, which was not explained by either fall or mid-year 
statements involving living in the residence halls.  
 Academic adjustment (qualitative analysis). Eight clusters formed from 140 
statements (25% of the total coded statements) created the academic adjustment category 
(see Table 36). There were only two differences identified between the two cohorts as 
related to their academic adjustment. The two clusters that included differences were 
advising and course transfer. These fall and mid-year cohorts experienced similar 
adjustment in regard to academic preparedness, lecture hall learning, faculty 
interaction/expectations, adjusting to the coursework, and specific major-related 
adjustment.  
 Specifically, students in both cohorts offered statements that they anticipated their 
academic adjustment to be hard, but they felt adequately prepared by their community 
college experiences. Similarly, students in both cohorts conveyed that the university used 
lecture style instruction more than their community colleges, and this required an 
adjustment because they were used to smaller class sizes and discussion-based courses. 
Both groups of students also reported faculty as having higher expectations. For some 
this was anticipated as part of the progression into junior and senior level coursework. 
Additionally, both groups reported that the coursework at the university included less 
extra credit, less in-class group work, more reading, and more out-of-class assignments. 
Students in both cohorts indicated that fewer exams were worth a larger percentage of 
their final grade at the university in comparison to their community college. 
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Table 36 
Qualitative Academic Adjustment Category and Clusters 
 
One statement that summed up the experiences of both cohorts was provided by a 
mid-year transfer student who wrote, ―I find it to be extremely more demanding here than 
at my community college.‖ Another similarity between fall and mid-year transfer 
students was that they found university faculty were less available, accessible, and 
personable than community college faculty. A statement summarizing a conversation of 
mid-year transfer students about instructor interactions was,  
I found teachers are not as approachable and that they used more TA‘s here. I 
think I had two TA‘s in my classes. They did everything from teach to grade. 
Community college faculty members were always open to hearing me out. I 
mean, I pay them to teach but it seems there is more of a focus on their research 
than teaching here. 
 
 Another fall transfer student shared, ―My community college had teachers that 
knew my name and truly cared about teaching. I'm fairly certain none of my [university] 
teachers know my name….I really feel like some of them don't care about my progress.‖ 
As both statements represented similar challenges faced by fall and mid-year transfer 
students, both cohorts perceived instructor interactions at the university to not contribute 
Clusters 
Fall 2008 
Number of 
Statements 
Spring 2009 
Number of 
Statements 
Total Number 
of Statements 
(n=569) 
Academic – undefined 3 (100%)    0 (0%)    3 
Academic preparedness 10 (63%)   6 (37%)   16 
Lecture halls    9 (69%)   3 (31%)   12 
Faculty interaction/Expectations 14 (61%) 10 (39%)   23 
Coursework (reading, homework, etc.) 17 (53%) 15 (47%)   32 
Credits not transferring    5 (83%)   1 (17%)    6 
Advising 24 (69%) 11 (31%)   35 
Major related adjustment 11 (85%)   2 (15%)   13 
Total academic adjustment statements  104 (68%) 50 (32%) 140 
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to their academic adjustment. Students in both cohorts shared difficulties with access and 
admission to the major, which caused immense stress their first semester at the 
university. For a few students, this resulted in changing their major, or in one case, 
withdrawing from the university.  
 Few differences in academic adjustment were identified for the fall and mid-year 
transfer students, which was similar to quantitative findings in which the only difference 
between these two groups was on their adjustment to the academic competitiveness of the 
university. The qualitative data did not provide any relevant insight related to differences 
between these two groups on academic competitiveness of the university. However, two 
distinct clusters indicating differences, those being issues with advising and registration 
as well as transfer of credits. In both these clusters mid-year transfer students indicated 
more difficulties with adjustment.  
 Advising. As indicated in Table 36, the largest cluster associated with academic 
adjustment was advising, with 35 statements from the combined group (25% of academic 
adjustment). Statements associated with this cluster referenced a lack of adviser 
knowledge, perceived differences between community college and university advisers, 
difficulty with course registration, and miscommunication between the student and 
adviser. The majority of statements (both cohorts combined) were negatively focused 
(85%, n=30), with statements from students in both cohorts suggesting that a lack of 
adviser knowledge impeded their academic adjustment and added stress to their 
transition. A fall transfer student shared,  
I was not adequately informed about all of the things I needed to complete for my 
major when I transferred here. Being an education major, there are many things 
that need to be completed by the end of your junior year, and my adviser did not 
inform me of the things that needed to be completed. 
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By many accounts, transfer students in both cohorts were displeased with the lack 
of knowledge shared in advising appointments. Additionally, some students found 
advisers to be challenging. A mid-year transfer student accentuates this point by stating, 
―Advisers were difficult. They didn‘t know what I needed.‖  
The differences between fall and mid-year transfer students were that fall transfer 
students thought advisers were less available and that they experienced difficulty 
registering, whereas mid-year transfer students reported that advisers had a hands-off 
approach and that mid-year transfers needed to be self-reliant in regard to the registration 
process. Fall transfer students concluded that advisers were not as accessible as they were 
in community college. One fall transfer student said in a small group interview, ―At 
community college, you didn‘t rely on one adviser. You could go into the advising office 
and there would be anywhere between 5 and 10 people that were there that could help 
you.‖ More than one fall transfer student indicated feeling intimidated by only having one 
adviser. Another fall transfer student stated, ―They could have made advisers more 
available to me. I felt like it is very difficult to schedule meetings with them because they 
are quite busy. I have to email them and call them several times before I get a response 
and the times they are available are very limited.‖ Two other fall transfer student 
statements shared this perspective by describing their struggle contacting advisers by 
phone or e-mail. These fall transfer students felt discouraged because of delayed 
responses. Another concern was that fall transfer students were shuffled between 
advisers, resulting in a lack of communication between transfer advisers and 
college/major advisers. The fall transfer student data were also rife with expressions of 
stress related to not knowing who to contact and difficulty of making sure they had 
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everything needed to register for next term courses. This is thought to be due to the larger 
number of transfer and freshman students that enter the institution fall semester compared 
to mid-year. In addition to advising, a number of statements from both cohorts described 
students‘ experiences with the registration process. Fall transfer students contended that 
registering was an arduous process and that many desired courses were not available at 
favorable times. For example, one fall transfer student wrote, ―Just having an 8 a.m. 
everyday is hard, and that‘s the only time a certain class was available. My schedule for 
next semester is just the same.‖ Three separate statements from the fall cohort referenced 
impediments with advising appointments and registration for the spring semester courses. 
As one fall transfer student explained, 
I didn't get any choice in times that I took my spring classes, I just had to accept 
 what was there and available. As a student who has to work this is very frustrating 
 because I can't just have classes scattered throughout my day and still be able to 
 work. When I asked my counselor if there was anything she could do to get me 
 into any of the classes, she didn't have any help for me other than to wait and see 
 if anyone drops the class. 
 
As for mid-year transfer students of which the majority of advising clustered 
statements were about how university advisers have less of a direct role than community 
college advisers. One mid-year transfer student said in an interview, ―The registration 
process seems to be a bit stressful; at my community college, the advisers were more 
involved.‖ Students at a community college could register with their adviser. At the 
university, they were expected to take the information from the advising appointment 
back with them and to navigate the registration process on their own. This concept of 
needing to be more self-reliant at was found in many of the mid-year transfer student 
statements. For example, one mid-year transfer student disclosed that his adviser, ―…did 
not seem to want to help me out with my course selection. He said that I could do it on 
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my own.‖ Another example provided by a mid-year transfer student illustrated this too, 
―At my community college, my academic adviser spoon fed me everything. At this 
campus, the academic advisers expect you to take charge of your class schedule and 
figure it out with their help.‖ These mid-year transfer students expressed feeling 
frustrated and inconvenienced with their need to become more self-reliant, but there was 
little mention of a lack of availability. This was probably because less than 25% of the 
transfer students enter mid-year, so there are fewer students competing for advisers as 
compared to fall. 
Whereas there were a few statements indicating that advisers were helpful and 
promoted students‘ academic adjustment, statements shared about advising and 
registration problems were more prevalent. The cluster of advising statements expands 
the quantitative findings that reported mid-year transfer students had a more favorable 
adjustment towards registration and advising. This was likely because fall did not find 
advisers available, which likely impacted their ability to register and have a positive 
experience registering for classes. Mid-year transfer students were able to meet with 
advisers, and although they reported needing to do more on their own in comparison to 
their community college experiences, they were given enough direction and insight to 
make their experiences more positive than that of fall transfer students.  
 Credits not transferring. Harbin (1997) and Laanan (1996) claimed that transfer 
students have to deal with navigating issues with the transferability of credits. This was 
only minimally encountered by students from both cohorts resulting in six statements 
(4% of combined cohort academic adjustment statements) that formed this cluster. 
Townsend and Wilson (2006) also reported fewer than expected transfer of credit issues 
 154 
 
in their research, which they suggest was due to ―the development of websites as well as 
articulation agreements has helped change the dynamics of transfer of credits.‖(p. 449). 
All of the statements in this cluster were coded as hindering or not contributing to 
academic adjustment because experiencing problems with courses not transferring 
created stress and impacted what courses transfer students could enroll in. As one mid-
year transfer student stated,   
My transfer records were not reviewed before my first classes started, even 
though they were sent weeks before. I was told I would be dropped from those 
classes if I didn't figure this out. This added to the stress of my first day here. 
 
 This statement revealed an issue with the timeliness of review of records and 
credits not transferring. This was probably due to the short time between the end of the 
fall semester and beginning of the spring semester. Institutions only have a matter of a 
few weeks to process grades, send transcripts, and review transcripts before the beginning 
of the mid-year term, which may not be sufficient time to allow for mid-year transfer 
students to register and prepare for classes. As the student mentioned, this added stress to 
the start of the semester. This issue was not reported by fall transfer students probably 
because the summer break was longer between the two semesters, allowing more time to 
process records. 
 Fall transfer students did not report timeless of record review to be a difficulty 
with credits not transferring, and the issue presented by fall transfer students was that 
credits not transferring could lead to possible delays in their graduation. One fall transfer 
said, ―My community college advisers seemed to have the wrong information from here 
about what would and would not transfer here in terms of classes and what would and 
would not meet certain graduation requirements.‖ Along these same lines, another fall 
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transfer student wrote, ―I also felt it was frustrating not having all of my community 
college credits transfer because of the maximum credits they will accept. If this campus 
would have accepted all of my credits, I would be able to graduate early.‖  
 Although this difference provides additional knowledge about how these two 
groups differed in regard to academic adjustment it does not greatly add to the 
quantitative research. Overall data in the academic adjustment clusters supports the 
quantitative results that both fall and mid-year transfer students academically adjust in a 
similar fashion.  
 Personal adjustment (qualitative). Britt and Hirt (1999) claim that in addition to 
socially and academically adjusting to an institution, that students experience a number of 
―personal‖ adjustments that include navigating university processes, procedures, and 
other aspects of life that fall outside of the academic and social categories. Eleven 
clusters were formed in the personal adjustment category from 139 statements (25% of 
all adjustment statements coded) displayed in Table 37. Four clusters (size of campus, 
adjusting to campus technology, adjusting with employment, and weather issues) showed 
differences between cohorts. 
 There were several of the 11 clusters that produced no comparable differences. 
For instance, both cohorts indicated that having prior experience on campus, a cluster 
which formed, made their adjustment better. Both mid-year and fall transfer students 
expressed that a lack of parking, which was a cluster, was a source of frustration. Another 
example was the financial cluster, which contained similar responses between the two 
cohorts as they reported the university to be more expensive than their community 
college. Moreover, statements in the financial cluster also included pressure from having 
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loans, feeling the need to seek employment, struggles with financial aid, and feeling like 
there were more classroom fees at the university than they experienced at community 
college.  
Table 37  
 
Qualitative Personal Adjustment Statement Category and Clusters 
 
Clusters  
Fall 2008 
Number of 
Statements 
Spring 2009 
Number of 
Statements 
Total Number 
of Statements 
(n=569) 
Personal – undefined   12 (100%)   0 ( 0%) 12 
Parking    11 (58%)    8 (42%) 19 
Lack of information   19 (66%)  10 (34%) 29 
Prior experience on campus     3 (75%)   1 (25%)  4 
Size of campus    8 (75%)   4 (25%) 12 
Adjusting to technology    7 (54%)   6 (46%) 13 
Meal preparation    3 (69%)   2 (31%)  5 
Adjusting with jobs/employment     7 (50%)   7 (50%) 14 
Military transition issues    1 (33%)   2 (67%)  3 
Weather -related issues    6 (54%)   5 (46%) 11 
Financial    8 (47%)   9 (53%) 17 
Total Personal Adjustment Comments    85 (61%) 54 (39%) 139 
 
Lack of information. This cluster in the personal adjustment category consisted 
of 29 statements (combined from both cohorts), accounting for 22% of all combined 
personal adjustment statements. Both cohorts of transfer students perceived there was a 
lack of information about items/topics including getting involved, joining student groups, 
riding the bus, participating in extended orientation programs, finding on and off campus 
housing, and navigating the city surrounding the campus. However, the data indicated 
more fall transfer students felt ill-informed about riding the bus than mid-year transfer 
students. Several statements of fall transfer students suggested they struggled with riding 
the bus. As said by one fall transfer student, ―Another thing that I really need to adjust to 
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is the bus schedule.‖ Showing the magnitude, one fall transfer student reported that he did 
not attempt to ride the bus until his second semester after researching it online at home 
during the winter break because he thought he would need to use it due to the colder and 
wintery conditions. From these data it became clear how intimidated some fall transfer 
students were inconvenienced by not being informed about the campus bus system and 
intimidated to learn it on their own. Perhaps this issue was not the same magnitude for 
the mid-year transfer students because the winter weather created a need and not an 
inconvenience to use the buses. Mid-year transfer students may have found it easier 
adjusting to the bus system by following the crowds who were using it because it was a 
perceived necessity when they entered.  
On the other hand, mid-year transfers expressed being uninformed about local 
grocery stores, pet stores, work out gyms, and movie theaters. A mid-year transfer 
student shared, ―I didn‘t even know where the movie theater was until last weekend. It 
would be nice to know where stuff is.‖ One possible explanation for mid-year transfer 
students wanting this information was because they were less involved and looking for 
more things to do. In summarizing these statements, another mid-year transfer stated, 
―The university should do more to inform us about the town.‖  
 Students in both cohorts made similar statements about feeling uninformed about 
campus activities and opportunities to get involved. This seemed to impact mid-year 
transfer students to a greater degree. Statements in the social organization cluster from 
fall transfer students indicated that fall transfers despite being uninformed were still able 
to find campus activities and clubs to join, whereas the mid-year cohort did not. This 
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cluster of statements adds depth to the quantitative findings by providing insight on the 
social adjustment difference between fall and mid-year transfer students.   
 Adjusting to technology. Thirteen comments (7% of all combined personal 
adjustment items) comprised the students‘ experience adjusting to the technology on 
campus. Fall and mid-year transfer students reported different challenges adjusting to 
campus technology in that mid-year transfer students struggled with learning educational 
programs for academic courses, and fall transfer students tended to have difficulty 
locating computer labs and printing stations. This area of personal adjustment challenges 
the quantitative finding that mid-year transfer students have an easier adjustment when all 
awareness and usage are equalized. The differences adjusting to technology seem to favor 
fall transfer students, as their challenges are minor in comparison. Fall transfer students 
reported this was only a slight impediment to their adjustment and one that was easily 
navigated. For example one fall transfer student stated, 
 I had a little difficulty using the computer lab at first because you have to scan 
 your card before you go in and I totally didn‘t know that. Then I needed someone 
 to show me how to put money on your card so I could print stuff. 
 
Other fall transfer students in small group meetings disclosed similar stories about 
difficulty learning how to print.  
 In contrast, mid-year transfer students expressed difficulty with the increased use 
of technology by instructors for teaching, such as livetext or specific major-related 
programs. These students shared how they felt everyone else in the class knew the 
programs and the faculty did not spend time reviewing how to use the programs. One 
mid-year transfer student shared that he had a lot of trouble with a major specific 
program and said, ―All the kids here already knew how to use it and it is very in-depth. I 
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had no clue and I couldn‘t really use the program.‖  These data suggest that faculty 
possibly assume students in their classes are continuing from the fall and do not provide 
adequate assistance to help new mid-year transfer students learn the academic resources 
necessary for their courses. Another technology-related adjustment a mid-year transfer 
student reported was that faculty at the university used e-mail to communicate with 
students to a greater extent than at his community college. He stated, ―I get e-mails from 
faculty like almost as bad as junk mail. Stuff I think they either don‘t want to print off 
…or are too lazy to talk about. It‘s annoying.‖ Other mid-year transfer students agreed in 
small group interview that they received more e-mails, which was a slight adjustment 
from their community college experiences.  
  Both cohorts demonstrated how adjusting to technology caused additional stress, 
but the fall transfer students‘ technological issues were expressed as easy to resolve. Mid-
year transfer student issues adjusting to technology described a lengthier and more 
challenging learning process, such as using unique computer programs. While mid-year 
transfer students mentioned more e-mail it is plausible that fall transfer students would 
likely agree, implying that faculty do not e-mail anymore mid-year than in the fall. These 
results for this small cluster of personal adjustment differ from the quantitative findings 
that mid-years actually had a more positive personal adjustment.  
  Adjusting with jobs/employment. Fourteen remarks (7% of all combined personal 
adjustment items) were coded as adjustment related to employment issues. A distinction 
between fall and mid-year transfer students related to employment was that more mid-
year transfer students viewed being employed as promoting their personal and social 
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adjustment, and fall transfer students associated employment as an obstacle to personally 
and socially adjusting.  
 Mid-year transfer students found that having a job provided balance to their 
schedule and opportunities to meet other students. As stated by one mid-year transfer 
student, 
I had two jobs while at community college and I was involved in a lot of stuff. I 
don‘t have a job this semester and I am really not in anything at all. It was crazy 
trying to adjust to that and because I have so much free time it is kind of bad 
because I‘ll watch TV or I won‘t do my homework all the time. 
  
 Mid-year transfer students stated a need to fill their time. The quantitative data 
support this because mid-year transfer students‘ significantly did not attend clubs or did 
not feel those attended were helpful to a greater extent than fall transfer students. Also, 
for some mid-year transfer students who were employed during their community college, 
they missed this aspect as described by another mid-year transfer student who wrote, 
―Finding jobs on campus is difficult. I would have adjusted better if I had a job.‖ These 
data suggest that campus or part-time employment would provide mid-year transfer 
students opportunities to stay busy and to connect with peers. A mid-year transfer student 
who was employed on campus added value to this concept by stating, "Actually, I met a 
couple people at my job here at school. It‘s a student worker position for the campus and 
a lot of people work there who are also students so that helps too.‖  
 The fall transfer cohort had seven statements in this cluster, of which only one 
was positively associated. The other six reported on how part-time employment 
negatively impacted students‘ social or academic adjustment. One fall transfer student 
commented, ―I wouldn‘t say [working] interfered with my schoolwork because I put that 
first, but it definitely interfered with socializing.‖ Her job was located off-campus and 
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most of the other employees were high school students, which she did not find helpful to 
her social adjustment. She also mentioned working mostly weekends, so she felt she 
never had time for socializing with other students. In a different small group meeting, a 
fall transfer student commented on the difficult of balancing work and school by saying, 
―I was able to balance [work] at community college, [but] not here. Work is taking away 
opportunities. By going to work, I can‘t study and so my grades tend to be affected.‖ 
These two statements were reflective of most of the fall transfer student participants who 
were employed. One fall transfer student shared that he quit his job because he felt it was 
too difficult and stressful trying to balance everything. He expressed disappoint with 
himself because he was used to working while attending community college, but couldn‘t 
handle being employed and prioritizing his academics at the university.  
 These data in this cluster may provide anecdotal evidence that supports the 
quantitative findings that employment was related to a positive personal adjustment and 
that mid-year transfer students had a more positive personal adjustment when awareness 
and usage are equal. For mid-year transfer students the benefits of part-time employment 
may address both social and personal needs by helping build social connections and 
filling some of their time. Full-time employment was viewed by both fall and mid-year 
transfer students as an impediment to adjustment. One mid-year transfer student stated 
that ―Working full-time and going here full-time is next to impossible.‖ Statements from 
the two cohorts described hardships adjusting to the research site while working full-time 
regardless of the semester they transferred.  
 Size of campus. Twelve statements (7% of combined cohort personal adjustment 
statements) clustered together indicating the size of the university either promoted or 
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impeded transfer students‘ personal adjustment. A difference between fall and mid-year 
cohorts related to size of the institution was that fall transfer students reported 
experiencing difficulty with the size of the campus and that mid-year transfer students did 
not. Mid-year transfer students found the size of the campus, as shared in one small group 
meeting to be, ―perfect.‖ These mid-year transfer students shared that the campus had a 
layout that was easy to navigate. ―I like the size. It is quite a change for me because I 
come from a small town, so it is huge to me, but I like it because of the variety and 
everything,‖ said one mid-year student. In the same interview another student added, 
―The size of the campus and the layout is very easy to follow with the quad and the 
dorms around that.‖ No mid-year transfer student made reference to the size of the 
university campus being a hindrance. This finding starkly contrasts the fall cohorts‘ 
perspective. 
 Fall transfer students claimed to be inconvenienced by the size of the campus. 
These students remarked that the campus was larger in comparison to their community 
colleges, which made it more difficult to travel between classes. Articulating this 
sentiment a fall transfer students said, ―The size of campus was an issue from getting 
from point A to point B…there are situations when normally it took close to twenty 
minutes hoofing it.‖ Many others agreed with this student, who also happened to be a fall 
transfer student who expressed feeling uniformed about the bus system. Furthermore, this 
student shared that he lives in an off campus apartment that was close to the university 
and that walking was his primary means of travel.  
 Adding merit to these remarks was a fall transfer student‘s response on the 
survey, which stated, ―The campus is much bigger than my community college. Having a 
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little more time to get used to the campus layout would help.‖ This cluster of statements 
provides additional insight which supports the quantitative results that mid-year transfer 
students had a more positive personal adjustment.  
 Weather-related issues. Eleven statements (6% of combined personal adjustment 
statements) referred to weather conditions that impacted personal adjustment. Some fall 
transfer students reported on the survey that the weather conditions impeded their travel, 
so the researcher inquired in the small group interviews what weather conditions were 
possibly impeding fall transfer students. The difference found between fall and mid-year 
transfer students as related to the weather was that the fall cohort viewed weather as 
hindering personal adjustment, whereas the mid-year cohort largely identified weather as 
impacting their social adjustment. These data may contribute to understanding why the 
quantitative results indicated mid-year transfer students had a more positive personal 
adjustment than fall transfer students. The weather-related issue commonly shared by fall 
transfer students was that wind and rain were adverse weather conditions, which impeded 
their ability to travel to and from classes with ease. Mid-year transfer students on the 
other hand shared a belief that the warmer weather in the fall semester better promoted 
social adjustment.  
 When asked specifically about weather impeding travel, one fall transfer student 
said, ―For me, it would be rain. I mean I am about a 20 minute walk….I didn‘t want to 
walk all the way in the rain and then show up to class soaking wet.‖ From the same small 
group another fall transfer student explained,  
At my community college the buildings were closer together. There is not such 
distance between them and maybe you just notice the weather more having to 
walk 15 minutes between classes, rather than out one door and run into another 
building. 
 164 
 
 
 These data indicate that for these fall transfer students, walking across campus 
was not desirable in rainy conditions. One fall student did mention that living on campus 
was helpful and believed with proper gear (umbrella) that inconvenience was minimized. 
A possible explanation why fall transfer students experienced this as an impediment to 
their personal adjustment was because they did not anticipate it. When similarly asking 
mid-year transfer students about weather-related impediments to personal adjustment, 
there were relatively few statements about the weather conditions faced by mid-year 
transfer students. It was presumed that the weather was colder and harsher conditions to 
travel in during the start of the spring semester. One fall transfer student hinted toward 
this when he stated that he spent time learning the bus system over the winter break 
because he knew he‘d need to for the spring semester. However, it was likely that mid-
year transfer students from the Midwest anticipated and expected difficulty traveling to 
and from classes in the winter. Fall transfer students, used to traveling less distances at 
their community colleges, did not anticipate that they would be in rain or windy 
conditions for the lengthy duration it took to travel to and from classes. These results 
were not anticipated by the researcher, who suspected that mid-year transfer students 
might experience greater difficulty traveling in adverse weather conditions. 
 However, mid-year transfer students mainly discussed weather-related issues as 
impacting their social adjustment and expressed that warmer weather would better 
facilitate social adjustment to the university. Statements from mid-year transfer students, 
such as ―The warmer it gets outside, the more they do (campus activities),‖ and, ―It 
wasn‘t until it became nice weather that people were doing more on campus,‖ 
accentuated this idea. Many mid-year transfer students acknowledged that it was April 
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before they started seeing activities and people interacting socially at the university. One 
mid-year transfer student exclaimed that he was surprised at how many people attended 
the university because he did not see many people on the quad until April when the 
weather changed. 
 These data support the quantitative and previous social qualitative findings that 
mid-year transfer students initially do experience fewer campus activities, which some 
mid-year transfer students attribute to the colder weather. Mid-year transfer students 
perceived that many student clubs and organizations post flyers outside or advertise 
events with sidewalk chalk in the fall semester and that the wintery conditions deter these 
marketing approaches early spring semester. As far as personal adjustment though, mid-
year transfer students appeared to expect the conditions and were prepared for traveling 
to and from classes in it when they transferred. Conversely, these data imply that fall 
transfer students were caught off guard which may add depth to understanding the 
quantitative findings that fall transfer students experienced less of a positive personal 
adjustment than mid-year transfer students.  
 Term of entry. Term of entry was the central focus of this comparative study, 
specifically inquiring about how fall and mid-year transfer students differed on 
adjustment. Aside from the title of the study which was on the informed consent form 
there was no indication on the survey instrument and no leading questions asked in 
interviews about how term of entry might influence transfer student adjustment. Thus, it 
was a surprise that mid-year transfer students were aware and felt strongly enough about 
the differences in their adjustment to state that the term they entered was perceived to be 
an influencing factor. While many other clusters were formed with relatively few 
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statements, the term of entry cluster contained 32 statements (13 from survey responses 
and 18 made by mid-year transfer students in small group interviews). With the exception 
of one fall transfer student who participated in a mid-year transfer student small group 
interview by accident, all of the term of entry adjustment statements came from mid-year 
transfer students.  
 This cluster did not fall into any specific adjustment related categories, but many 
of the statements exposed a pattern of how entering mid-year negatively impacted social 
adjustment. For instance, mid-year transfer students attributed entering mid-year 
negatively influenced their ability to join clubs and organizations, to socially connect 
with others students, and to gain the benefits of living in the residence halls. This cluster 
in many ways provides a summation of the multiple challenges that mid-year transfer 
students experienced as they adjusted to the university.  
 As previously stated mid-year transfer students reported fewer campus activities 
and opportunities to join clubs and organizations to help them socially connect to others 
at the university. The fall transfer student, who fortuitously participated in a mid-year 
transfer student meeting, remarked about the advantages she perceived fall students had 
in regard to social adjustment, ―Yes, definitely for fall there were a lot more activities 
going on, especially right in the beginning, and I did notice for this [spring] semester 
there aren‘t as many.‖ Empathically she shared, ―It‘s unfortunate that a lot of people do 
miss opportunities because they are spring transfers.‖ She affirmed other mid-year 
transfer students in the group who had expressed difficulty socially adjusting and partly 
attributed it to entering mid-year.  
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 One explanation offered by a number of mid-year transfer students was that the 
fall semester was more suitable for social opportunities because of the weather, as 
previously discussed. One mid-year transfer student claimed the reason for a lack of 
campus events mid-year was, ―probably too much snow and cold and people wouldn‘t 
come [out].‖ Another mid-year transfer student shared that the nicer weather, ―just makes 
it seem friendlier.‖ However, a closer look discovered that these statements were linking 
difficulty socially adjusting with weather and the time of their transition. 
 For some students transferring mid-year also made for a difficult adjustment to 
living in the residence halls. A survey respondent wrote, ―I transferred during the spring 
semester and I live in the dorms. I felt that coming in at semester made it harder for me to 
adapt and make friends.‖ The semester entered was identified as a source of what made 
this student‘s transition difficult. He continued to state, ―I also wish that my RA would 
have been more welcoming to new residents on the floor.‖ This student‘s statement 
reflected others who perceived it difficult breaking pre-existing networks that were 
established in the fall.  
 It is common knowledge that the fall term is generally associated as the academic 
starting point. It is likely that resident assistants are hosting ―get to know you‖ activities 
to help new students connect with each other on their floors. Providing insight to this a 
mid-year transfer student shared. ―They don‘t have as many activities. They don‘t have 
much going on [mid-year]. Plus, everyone already, even those from the fall who are new, 
already knows people, so it makes it harder to integrate into groups I guess.‖ This 
statement was selected because it represents others that confirmed there were fewer 
activities for mid-year transfer students and it supports the perception that pre-existing 
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networks from the fall semester were an additional obstacle mid-year transfers had to 
navigate. For these reasons, mid-year transfer students suggested that entering mid-year 
made their adjustment harder. This was attributed largely to their lack of being able to 
easily develop a sense of belonging and integrate into the social structure at university.  
 An underlying theme found in this cluster was that mid-year transfer students 
perceived that they started at a point of continuation for the rest of campus. As one mid-
year transfer student put it, ―I transferred in the spring and I felt it was more difficult to 
get involved halfway through the school year.‖ Starting at the halfway point suggests 
mid-year transfer students missed out on earlier opportunities to connect with peers and 
become a part of the community because they entered after the institutional support was 
provided to help students adjust. A statement written by a mid-year transfer student 
summing up many of the others, ―I entered this January and there was very little offered 
for transfer students at that time…. It really felt like I was thrown into the fire.‖  
 Recommendations were made by some mid-year transfer students, which asked 
for the university to provide more social opportunities during orientation and early in the 
spring semester. A request that embodies remarks of others was,  
Sometimes transferring in the spring is not the most traditional way or time to 
transfer, so everybody‘s already established and everything, so if they [the 
university] could do something that would be excellent. 
 
 These data provide a richer understanding of the quantitative results concluding 
mid-year transfer students experience a more challenging social adjustment, especially 
regarding adjusting to campus activities than fall transfer students. Furthermore, these 
data suggest that certainly some mid-year transfer students were aware that the semester 
they entered likely was an influencing factor. These mid-year transfer students indicated 
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that they were aware that the weather might limit social opportunities, and that clubs and 
organizations might not recruit new members until the fall. They also perceived that 
numerous pre-existing social networks, especially in the residence halls were established 
in the fall semester. In summary of this cluster, three respondents suggested adding a 
question to the survey regarding which semester students transferred. As one mid-year 
transfer student wrote, ―The semester transferred was not asked. I think spring or fall is a 
big difference.‖ 
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Chapter 5 
Discussion, Conclusion, and Recommendations 
This study was designed to compare the adjustment of community college transfer 
students who began in the fall semester with those who began mid-year at a large, public, 
four-year research institution. This chapter provides a summary of the study, a discussion 
of the major findings, suggested recommendations for future research and improving 
institutional practices, and a conclusion.  
 
Summary of the Study 
 The current research relied on both quantitative and qualitative data collection to 
answer the six research questions that guided this study. Adjustment of community 
college transfer students has been conducted, however, the literature on the adjustment 
differences between fall and mid-year community college transfer students has not been 
investigated in prior research. The theoretical framework used was consistent with prior 
adjustment studies, using Tinto‘s (1993) model of student departure from college and 
Astin‘s (1993) I-E-O model of involvement. In general, both Tinto‘s and Astin‘s models 
support the notion that students‘ persistence is linked to a combination of what they bring 
with them to college (demographic and situational variables) and the interaction they 
have at college. Tinto‘s (1993) research centers on the principles of academic and social 
integration, suggesting that students who become more integrated academically and 
socially into the college community through their interactions with peers, faculty, and 
staff are more likely to persist. Braxton (2002) described Astin‘s model as an excellent 
helper theory to study academic and social factors that may influence persistence because 
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it links outcomes (outputs), such as persistence directly to the students‘ demographic 
variables (inputs) and the quality of their interaction/involvement with the collegiate 
community (environment) variables. Critics of both Tinto‘s model and Astin‘s model 
(1993) have found a lack of focus on institutions‘ responsibility to helping students 
become integrated (i.e., the burden is on the student), and universities are largely focused 
on traditional, direct entering students.  
 Despite their limitations, these two models provide a basis for exploring and 
investigating transfer student adjustment, and both have been used as theoretical 
frameworks in prior studies on transfer student adjustment (Gumm, 2006; Laanan, 1998). 
According to Braxton (2002), the construct of social integration is essentially still 
unexplained and it is critical to understand the factors that predict student persistence. 
Adjustment of mid-year and fall transfer students in this study was based on initial and 
early experiences that these students have within the institutional community, as 
described by Tinto (1993), that may lead to social or academic integration (as depicted in 
figure 5). 
 This study adds to the literature on transfer student adjustment by furthering 
investigation regarding constructs of adjustment (i.e., academic, social, and personal) that 
have been identified in both quantitative and qualitative studies. The subscales identified 
by this study enhance understanding of the three types of adjustment and allowed the 
researcher to investigate specific aspects of social, academic, and personal adjustment. 
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Figure 5. Adaptation including adjustment in Tinto‘s (2002) institutional experiences 
model.  
 
   With the addition of analyzing data collected through small group interviews and 
open-ended items on the TSAS the researcher was able to extend the quantitative 
findings. The qualitative data provided a deeper, richer understanding of the academic, 
social, and personal adjustment differences between fall and mid-year transfer students.  
 
Major Findings and Discussion 
 This study used two methods to collect data from two samples at a large mid-
western university at two different periods of time. This study focuses on the student 
perspective and the data from small group interviews was collected to add depth and 
understanding to the survey data collected. A discussion of the major findings related to 
each guiding research question is presented in chronological order. As stated in the onset, 
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the quantitative findings are only as generalizable as the samples are to the general 
population (Creswell, 2005). Therefore, it is important to note the differences between 
samples and populations.  
 Population data of the community college transfer students for each semester 
during the 2008-2009 academic year was provided by the research site. Comparatively, 
both samples (fall and mid-year) had a higher percentage of females as reported in Table 
6. Additionally, the fall 2008 sample had more Caucasian students compared to the fall 
2008 population and the spring 2009 sample had a higher percentage of students who 
attained an associate degree than the spring 2009 population. Aside from these 
differences, both samples were relatively similar to their corresponding populations.  
 
Research Question One 
 This question asked about any significant differences in demographic and 
situational variables among fall 2008 (n=258) and spring 2009 (n=115) respondents. As 
both guiding frameworks indicate students bring demographic and situational factors with 
them that add to their institutional experiences and shape collegiate outcomes. 
Specifically for this study the background characteristics of transfer students may affect 
their adjustment. A major finding from analyzing data of these two samples was that the 
mid-year sample had significantly more students who identified as male, non-white, older 
in age, as commuters, as having a parent (father) with no prior college experience, and as 
attending the research site part-time. No prior research was found in studies on transfer 
students that can explain why entering at different terms would account for such disparity 
among demographic variables. One possible explanation for differences in age and 
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enrollment status is that transferring mid-year might be more attractive of an option for 
students who are not following the traditional 2+2 transfer path (e.g., two years at a 
community college followed by two years at a four-year institution). This study reports 
that the fall sample had almost twice the number of 20-year olds (39.9%) than the mid-
year sample (20.9%). Students who follow the traditional path likely entered community 
college directly from high school at the age of 18, attended full-time, and transfer after 
completing their associate‘s degree in two years. This would account for a larger percent 
of 20-years olds in the fall sample. Also not following the 2+2 path would be individuals 
who had irregular or part-time attendance while at the community college. Students 
whose community college enrollment was not continuous or was sometimes part-time 
made slower progress and thus fewer were ready to transfer in the fall. This could also 
account for students graduating with an associate‘s degree in December. A Hispanic, 
male student who transferred mid-year shared in an interview that he graduated in 
December and didn‘t want to wait until the following fall to transfer which was why he 
started in mid-year. The mid-year sample consisted of 12% more part-time students than 
the fall 2008 sample. Although this study did not collect data about attendance patterns at 
the community college, an assumption can be made that students who attended 
community college part-time might be more inclined to transfer in attending part-time at 
the four-year institution, which would account for the higher part-time attendance mid-
year.  
 These two groups were also significantly different on commuter status and living 
arrangements, with the mid-year sample having 14% more commuters and 17% more 
respondents who lived at home with their parents in comparison to the fall sample. The 
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fall reported having 18% more respondents who lived in an apartment, house, or room 
with roommate(s) compared to the mid-year sample. A possible explanation for this 
difference is that apartments within the university community were not as available to 
mid-year transfer students as they were for the fall. Apartment realtors and landlords 
commonly have leases from August to May or August to August in university 
communities, which would be a disadvantage to mid-year transfer students looking for 
off-campus residence. Thus, the difficulty mid-year transfer students faced finding 
available housing in apartments near or around campus, likely led them to live at home.  
 Despite there being no explainable reasoning why the mid-year sample had 11% 
more males, 4% more African-Americans, 4.5% more Hispanic/Latinos, and 15% more 
respondents having fathers‘ with no college experience than the fall sample these 
differences are important. The background characteristics of mid-year transfer students 
(i.e., being older, non-white, attending part-time, having father‘s with less education, and 
being commuters) in prior research have been identified as persistence risk factors (Horn, 
1996; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). This suggests that transfer students who enter mid-
year are more likely to have one or more characteristics that are negatively associated 
with persisting to graduation than students who transfer in the fall semester. Thus, it was 
critical to control for demographic variables when investigating adjustment of fall and 
mid-year transfers.  
 
Research Question Two 
 Research question two inquired about the differences in adjustment (social, 
academic, personal) between fall 2008 and spring 2009 respondents, while controlling for 
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demographic variables. The adjustment construct scales were developed based on prior 
research (Britt & Hirt, 1999, Laanan, 2001, Townsend & Wilson, 2006). A principal 
component factor analysis identified three subscales within each of the three primary 
constructs of adjustment. Although the personal construct produced five subscales two 
were removed for each containing only one item. These subscales were used primarily to 
modify the construct scales and were also used to provide a more thorough investigation 
of adjustment. Items from each subscale were summed and divided to get an average 
score. Each adjustment scale and subscale served as the dependent variables in the 
multiple linear regression analyses. Demographic variables that served as control 
variables for all regression analyses included gender, age, race, living arrangement, 
commuter status, student status, employment status, associate degree, mother‘s education 
level, father‘s education level, and number of credits transferred.  
 The only significant relationship (p<.05) with social adjustment was with the term 
of entry variable after controlling for other demographic variables, which indicates that 
fall transfer students had a more positive social adjustment. Of the three social adjustment 
subscales, the campus activities subscale was the only one significantly related with term 
of entry. It revealed that mid-year transfer students, in comparison to fall transfer 
students, attended fewer campus activities and did not find campus activities attended as 
helpful in building connections with other students socially. This data supports Britt and 
Hirt‘s (1999) qualitative discovery that there were relatively few institutional activities 
available for mid-year students to socially connect with each other. Thus, when all else 
was equal, mid-year transfer students reported having a more challenging time socially 
connecting with peers, which is likely attributed to the lack of campus activities available 
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to them or that activities attended were not structured to help mid-year transfer students 
connect socially. The data collected from interviews and open-ended responses on the 
survey also provides support for this finding with statements from mid-year transfer 
students strongly expressing there was a lack of activities to meet others and fewer clubs 
to join and opportunities to get involved. Another cluster of statements from the 
qualitative data collected suggest that  mid-year transfer students largely perceived 
existing peer groups were not welcoming or inviting of new members. The triangulation 
of these data implies that the difficulty facing mid-year is likely directly related to the 
timing when they entered the institution. Although this study did not compare transfer to 
native students it is likely that all students entering mid-year would likely face similar 
challenges adjusting socially.  
 This difference between fall and mid-year transfer students was an important 
finding since the literature connects adjustment to social integration and transfer student 
persistence has been positively linked to social integration (Berger and Malaney, 2003). 
Also mid-year transfer students were found to be more diverse than the fall transfer 
students, which was important because social adjustment for minority students has also 
been positively associated with academic integration (Fischer, 2007).  
 As for the academic adjustment construct, it was not significantly related with 
term of entry. When investigating academic adjustment subscales, only the academic 
competitiveness subscale was significantly related to term of entry. Academic 
competitiveness was also significantly related to enrollment status, indicating that mid-
year transfer students and part-time students reported experiencing the research site as 
less academically competitive environment (i.e., stress did not raise upon entry, did not 
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perceive other students as more competitive or courses as more demanding than at their 
community colleges, and experienced little difficulty adjusting to faculty expectations).  
Logically, part-time students may have a smoother academic competitiveness 
adjustment because they are not adjusting to a full-load of courses, which may not be as 
stressful or more demanding for them. Mid-year transfer students report more positive 
adjustment to the academic competitiveness than fall transfer students. There is no prior 
research available to provide insight to this finding, but a plausible explanation is that 
mid-year transfer students enter the university with fewer incoming students, which likely 
generates a less competitive perception among mid-year transfers. Another possible 
factor is that mid-year transfer students reported having a more difficult time socially 
adjusting, which may have an influence on mid-year transfer student‘s perceptions of the 
competitiveness of the four-year university because they have experienced less socially 
with other students and entered with fewer new students than fall transfer students.  
Academic adjustment was significantly related (p <.05) to associate degree 
attainment, which suggests that transfer students who entered with an associate‘s degree 
adjusted better academically. When investigating the academic adjustment subscales, 
academic preparedness, and associate degree attainment was also significant meaning 
transfer students both in fall and mid-year with an associate‘s degree reported having a 
more positive academic adjustment than those without the degree. Since number of credit 
hours was included with the variables controlled, this suggests earning an associate 
degree, beyond merely attaining 60 hours has a positive influence on transfer students 
feeling academically prepared at the four-year institution. This finding supports prior 
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research that found that community college transfer students that have attained associate 
degrees experienced less negative academic adjustment (Eddy, 2006).  
 With personal adjustment serving as the dependent variable term of entry was not 
significant. The significant relationships identified were with associate degree attainment 
(p<.05), employment status (p<.001), and commuting status (p<.05). Thus, respondents 
who had associate degrees, respondents who did not work, and respondents who 
commuted, had an easier time adjusting personally to the four-year campus. However, 
further investigation of the personal adjustment subscales discovered that term of entry 
was significantly related (p<.001) to the registration/advising subscale along with 
associate degree attainment (p<.05) and enrollment status (p<.01). This implies that mid-
year transfer students, students who earned associate‘s degrees and students who were 
enrolled full-time had a more favorable adjustment when it came to their experiences 
with registration and advising. Qualitative results imply that fall transfer students had 
many negative experiences with registration and advising, which offer some support and 
provide a richer understanding. Many statements by fall transfer students described 
intense frustration, especially at the lack of availability of advisers. This conclusion is 
based on comments such as, ―I didn't get any choice in times that I took my spring 
classes,‖ and ―Registration my second semester was a mess, the advisers were distant, 
and no one informed me of the process.‖ Overall, the qualitative findings suggested that 
fall transfer students had a negative experience with advising/registration with 20 
statements being negatively oriented and only four was positively oriented. This is likely 
due to the number of new students, both transfer and freshmen that enter during the fall 
semester. New students are learning to navigate a new registration system their first 
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semester, which they may rely more on adviser support. Fewer new students enter mid-
year and the demand of returning students is likely not as great when it comes to 
registering.  
 
Research Questions Three and Four 
 The third research question inquired about the six institutional resources that fall 
2008 and spring 2009 respondents were aware of and/or used to help aid in their 
adjustment process. Using the same demographic control variables, awareness and usage 
each served as dependent variables in linear regression analyses.  
 Awareness of resources differed significantly between the two terms of entry 
(p<.001), with mid-year students aware of fewer of the six resources available. In 
addition, white students and students who lived in a residence hall were more aware of 
these six resources than their counterparts. However, usage did not differ for fall and 
mid-year transfer students. Fall students were more aware, however, did not differ on use 
of these resources. In addition, usage was only significantly related with those who lived 
in a residence hall (p<.05), those with mothers who had some college (p<.05), and non-
commuters (p<.05). 
 Mid-year transfer students were not as aware as fall transfer students of the 
resources available to aid in adjustment for a couple of reasons. The qualitative data 
helped inform and offer insight to this quantitative finding. First, fall transfer students 
had a number of welcome week activities that were not afforded to mid-year transfer 
students. Both fall and mid-year transfers reported feeling like information was largely 
geared toward freshmen, and since most freshmen enter in the fall, it is likely this is how 
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fall transfer students were informed of these resources. Additionally, one mid-year 
transfer student wrote on the survey that information received was dated for fall entrants. 
The student claimed it was discouraging not knowing if the information was accurate. 
Another possible explanation why mid-year transfer students were more unaware than 
fall transfer students was that mid-year transfers expressed being uniformed about 
campus events. Perhaps at events held in the fall these resources were highlighted. Fall 
transfer students clearly had an advantage over mid-year transfer students to learn about 
resources to aid in their adjustment even if there were no differences in usage. 
 
Research Question Five 
 The fifth research question combines the second, third, and fourth research 
questions by inquiring what differences, if any, exist between fall 2008 and spring 2009 
(model 3) on adjustment when controlling for awareness and usage (model 2) as well as 
demographic variables (model 1). It is important to indicate that the usage variable 
partially contained awareness as the response option was ―aware and used.‖  
 There were no differences between fall and mid-year transfer students regarding 
social adjustment when awareness and usage were included in the regression. This is an 
important non-finding as term of entry was significant before controlling for awareness 
and usage. It suggests that when awareness and usage are equal both groups adjust 
socially similarly. Since the fall transfer students had significantly higher awareness and 
were found to socially adjust better than fall, there appears to be a direct correlation 
between awareness and social adjustment. This is confirmed when awareness and usage 
enter the regression equation and product significant variance in social adjustment 
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(p<.001) as well as the regression coefficient for awareness having a significant positive 
relationship with social adjustment. An additional finding was that students with fewer 
credits transferred had a more positive social adjustment than those with more credits. 
This seems contrary to conventional knowledge as one might assume that those 
transferring in with more credits would adjust easier. One possible explanation is that 
students transferring in fewer hours may experience a more positive social adjustment 
because they are adjusting similar to direct-enter freshmen. As indicated the qualitative 
research indicated that both fall and mid-year transfer students thought many of the 
orientation type services as well as activities and events were geared toward freshmen. 
Students with fewer hours transferring in may find themselves aligned more as freshmen 
than upper-class transfer student.  
 Academic adjustment was also not significantly related to term of entry when 
awareness and usage were included. The only significant relationship in all three models 
was with associate degree attainment, indicating no significant change when awareness 
and usage are entered into the equation. This suggests there is little difference in how 
transfer students who enter in the fall or mid-year adjust to the academic environment of 
the institution and gives credence to associate degree holders as having a more positive 
academic adjustment than non-degree holders. This finding supports previous research by 
Eddy (2006), who discovered that associate degree attainment to be a predictor of 
academic success for community college transfer students. Additionally, Townsend and 
Barnes (2001) also reported evidence that suggested the type of associate degree (A.A. or 
A.A.S.) impacted academic performance, as students with traditional A.A. degrees did 
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better academically (based on GPA as the performance indicator) than those with A.S. or 
A.A.S. degrees.  
 Investigating personal adjustment resulted in mid-year transfer students having a 
more positive personal adjustment (p<.05) than fall transfer students when awareness and 
usage were controlled. Term of entry was not significantly related to personal adjustment 
when tested before controlling for awareness and usage. Therefore, this finding is 
somewhat surprising. It means that when awareness and usage is equal for both samples, 
mid-year transfer students had an easier adjustment personally. The only explanation for 
why mid-year transfer students might have an easier personal adjustment is because they 
enter with fewer other new students. In the first set of analysis on personal adjustment, 
mid-year transfer students were discovered to have an easier time adjusting to the 
registration process and found their advisers more helpful than fall transfer students. With 
awareness and usage controlled the factors of the registration/advising subscale could 
have made the whole construct positive and significant with term of entry.  
 In addition, personal adjustment was significantly related with both employment 
status (p<.001) and awareness (p<.001) indicating that transfer students who were not 
employed and those who were aware of the six institutional resources designed to help 
aid in their adjustment had a more positive personal adjustment than their counterparts. 
This is logical as students living in the residence halls have greater access by living on 
campus. Additionally, students who were not employed likely had more time to explore 
the campus and navigate the personal adjustment issues they experienced than perhaps a 
student with a job. 
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 Research Question Six 
 The sixth research question was designed to be answered by the qualitative data 
collected through small group interviews and open-ended essay questions asked on the 
survey. Research question six asked, ―What factors are perceived to influence the 
adjustment process of community college transfer students entering in fall compared to 
those entering in mid-year?‖ A total of 569 statements from the transcriptions and survey 
data were initially coded thematically and identified as personal, academic, or social 
adjustment by the researcher. Two interviews were coded by an external reviewer to 
ensure credibility and coding accuracy. After the initial thematic coding, the researcher 
used a process of cluster coding statements with common patterns or characteristics 
(Miles & Huberman, 1994). There were 32 clusters formed, 12 within the social 
adjustment category, 8 within the academic adjustment category, and 11 within the 
personal adjustment category. An additional cluster was formed for term of entry that was 
kept separate from the three types of adjustment since differences in term of entry was of 
specific interest in this study. A final step coding these data followed prior research (Britt 
& Hirt, 1999) by sorting every statement into one of two groups referencing whether it 
referred to impeding adjustment or promoting adjustment. The findings in this study 18% 
positive, 80 % negative, and 2% no direction are similar to Britt and Hirt‘s (1999) 
research that discovered 20% of their sample‘s statements were coded as promotion of 
adjustment and 65% were indicated an impediment to adjustment. Thus, most of the 
findings discussed will address challenges experienced to the type of adjustment by mid-
year and fall transfer students.  
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 Social adjustment clusters. Social adjustment had five clusters that were 
discovered and illustrated differences between cohorts on their social adjustment. Four of 
the five clusters, orientation services (n=42), pre-established social networks (n=41), 
social organizations/campus activities (n=35), and more activities geared towards 
freshmen (32 statements) accounted for 60% of all the social statements and 26% of the 
total number of statements. In all five clusters, these data suggested that mid-year transfer 
students struggled more to fit in socially.  
The most prevailing social adjustment difference between these two cohorts was 
that mid-year transfer students perceived pre-existing social networks as roadblocks to 
feeling a sense of belonging and fitting in. In stark contrast, fall transfer students 
perceived pre-existing social networks in a different light, more as gateways to making 
friends. As one fall transfer said, ―Mainly knowing people or friends that were already 
here was the best way to adjust to campus,‖ or as another stated, ―I met other people 
through [current friends] and that kind of helped make the transition easier.‖ However, 
mid-year transfer students spoke more to the difficulty when interacting with pre-existing 
groups. One mid-year transfer said, ―It seems like everyone has their own friends and 
aren't interested in making new friends.‖ Mid-year transfer students used phrases such as, 
―I did feel alone and a little isolated,‖ and ―I felt like an outcast,‖ when describing trying 
to connect socially with other groups. Mid-year transfer students entered at a time when 
the majority of campus is continuing their academic year and had at least one semester of 
shared group meaning and personal relationships to build upon.  
One aspect of social adjustment that both fall and mid-year transfer students 
experienced difficulty was connecting with peers in the residence halls. Both cohorts 
 186 
 
perceived themselves as older and more mature and that the residence halls were a place 
more for freshmen. Yet, a difference discovered between the two cohorts was that mid-
year transfer students struggled connecting with other residents beyond just the 
differences between freshman and transfer students. Illustrating this difference, one mid-
year transfer student wrote, ―Everyone around me is settled in and I'm not, so it's 
different.‖ Another mid-year transfer added, ―As a transfer [living in the halls], it is 
difficult to come in mid-year and just be accepted by those around you. I found it 
especially hard.‖ These data suggested that mid-year transfer students have multiple 
challenges in their social adjustment living in the halls. Mid-year transfer students 
noticed that there were not welcoming floor activities to help residents get to know each 
other, and that they felt alone and isolated being new to a floor of mostly continuing 
students.  
Comparing fall and mid-year transfer students on their perceptions of social 
organizations and campus activities, mid-year transfer students seemed to have a harder 
time getting connected and involved. Only one mid-year transfer statement was positively 
oriented, compared to eight from fall transfer students. Fall transfer students described 
finding easy involvement opportunities with church groups, fraternities and sororities, 
and clubs associated with their majors. They expressed ease in learning about campus 
activities, as one fall transfer stated, ―They have things written on the sidewalk.‖ These 
data insinuate that fall transfer students found the process of joining clubs and 
organizations to take little effort in comparison to the experiences of mid-transfer 
students. Many mid-year transfer students did not find opportunities available, and 
indicated a lack of knowledge about how to join clubs and organizations. As one mid-
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year transfer student stated, ―Perhaps they weren't well advertised, or perhaps they 
focused more on the fall semester. It took a long time to find groups outside of class to 
associate with.‖ Supporting this notion, another student shared how she attended the mid-
year organizational fair only to learn that clubs she was interested in were not recruiting 
new members. Her experience details the campus‘s attempt to assist mid-year transfer 
students (by offering an organizational fair) and it also casts light on the recruiting 
practices of student groups. These data imply mid-year transfers must exert more effort in 
finding campus activities or joining clubs and organizations. Furthermore, this might be 
more challenging when adding that mid-year transfer students perceived groups were not 
welcoming of new members during the mid-year term and that pre-existing social 
networks hindered their ability to socially connect with others.  
 A last social adjustment cluster containing differences between cohorts was 
orientation services, in which these data suggest that mid-year transfer students wanted 
their initial orientation to be improved with tours and more opportunities to socially 
connect with other transfer students. Many students expressed disappointment with the 
initial orientation, specifically because it lacked opportunities to meet other transfer 
students. Furthermore, some mid-year transfer students perceived their orientation 
services as condensed versions available to fall entrants (both transfer and freshmen). By 
comparison, fall transfer students were more concerned about the fall first-week 
orientation activities. Mid-year transfers likely did not share this perception because there 
were no reported first-week activities for mid-year entrants. Many of the fall transfer 
students perceived first-week orientation activities to be directed toward freshmen rather 
than transfer students. A quote from a fall transfer student was, ―We were kind of thrown 
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in with the freshmen…it was kind of discouraging because there were a lot of social 
events that they had for freshmen.‖ This finding supports prior research conducted by 
Townsend and Wilson (2006), who discovered that transfer students perceived first-week 
activities geared more toward freshman students. These data indicated that both cohorts 
wanted more opportunities to connect with other transfer students through the orientation 
services available to them. One fall transfer student explained, ―Focus some more on 
social activities and support for transfer students. We face different challenges than 
freshmen.‖  
 Academic adjustment clusters. Within the academic adjustment category, 
differences between mid-year and fall transfer students were identified in two of the eight 
clusters; advising and credits not transferring. It was not surprising that fewer differences 
emerged in academic adjustment clusters because classes are taught similarly each 
semester. For instance, lecture hall facilities, amount and variety of coursework, and 
expectations from faculty likely do not change much between terms. 
 However, a distinction can be found in the advising cluster between the fall and 
mid-year transfer cohorts. According to mid-year transfer students they had more 
difficulty in adjusting to the hands-off advising approach at the research site compared to 
their experiences at two-year colleges. Mid-year transfer students met with advisers, but 
reported that advisers expected students to be more self-reliant especially when it came to 
tasks like registering for classes. However, fall transfer students experienced hardship 
with advising due to the lack of availability and difficulty securing preferred course times 
when registering for their second semester. Both cohorts seemed displeased with the lack 
of knowledge of their advisers and 85% of all statements in this cluster were coded as not 
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contributing to their adjustment. Additionally, there were statements from both fall and 
mid-year transfer students who had intense frustration with seeing two different advisers, 
a transfer adviser at orientation and later their adviser affiliated with their college (prior 
to registration). Because of this, it was believed statements from both cohorts are 
representing not only their initial advising experience, but also their experience preparing 
for their next term. This was likely due to when the survey was administered, which was 
near the time registration began for the next term.  
 The mid-year transfer student data suggest that students disliked needing to be 
self-reliant in the advising and registration process. At their community colleges, mid-
year transfer students reported advisers, as phrased by one mid-year transfer student, 
―spoon fed me everything.‖ Community college advisers were perceived by mid-year 
transfers as being more involved in the course registration process than they found at the 
four-year university. An inference that may be drawn from these data is that advisers in 
the spring semester may assume that students have been on campus since fall and 
understand the registration system. Therefore, they may not take as much time explaining 
it.  
 Pertaining to fall transfer students, the data suggested that advisers not being 
available was a difficulty experienced while adjusting. Illustrating the magnitude of this, 
one fall transfer student shared, ―I was greatly disappointed [with my adviser]…it would 
take up to 4 or 5 weeks for a reply to an email, and in many cases, none of my phone 
calls were returned.‖ Furthermore, another fall transfer student shared, ―Once I met with 
an adviser, I felt very rushed and that the adviser at transfer day did not prepare me for 
what to do when the second semester came around.‖ One explanation that advisers might 
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be less available to fall transfers is that advisers were in greater demand due to the larger 
number of new students entering in the fall. Linked with their advising challenges fall 
transfer students also expressed that they were dissatisfied with the registration process. 
Many statements indicated that they did not receive courses they desired or at desired 
times, which was disrupting work and family schedules. This qualitative finding that fall 
transfer students experienced more difficulty with registration aligns with the quantitative 
findings of this study. This can be explained by a lack of adviser availability, which 
likely resulted in fall transfer students not being able to register in a timely fashion to get 
into common preferred course times. 
 A minor challenge for a few fall and mid-year transfer students that formed a 
cluster was of courses not transferring. Fall and mid-year transfer students stated different 
adjustment challenges within this cluster. The difference was largely based on one mid-
year transfer student‘s statement, which implied that the timeliness of credits being 
reviewed added academic stress to the start of her semester. As stated,  
 My transfer records were not reviewed before my first classes started, even 
 though they were sent weeks before. I was told I would be dropped from those 
 classes if I didn't figure this out. This added to the stress of my first day at here.  
 
Mid-year transfer students may find themselves with tighter windows to have 
academic credits reviewed, especially if they were enrolled at another institution in the 
fall term. It takes time for instructors to enter grades, institutions to process grades and 
generate transcripts, and then the receiving institution needs time to review the 
transcripts. Alternatively, fall transfer students likely have the extended summer break 
between the two primary semesters for this process to occur. However, mid-year transfer 
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students may find themselves unable to enroll in certain classes until the first week, 
which could account for additional academic stress.  
 Fall transfer students mainly reported issues with credits not transferring as 
perceived delays in their graduation plans. Fall transfer students were frustrated in 
learning that not all of their community college credits were accepted and resulted in the 
need to be enrolled for longer than anticipated. Although state-wide articulation 
agreements have likely reduced the frequency of students feeling misinformed about this 
issue still exists for some transfer students.  
 Personal adjustment clusters. The personal adjustment category included 
statements in 11 clusters, which covered an adjustment that fell outside the spectrum of 
social and academic (Britt & Hirt, 1999). The category included things such as parking, 
lack of information, technology usage, size of the campus, and adjusting to weather-
related. Several of the clusters had no comparable differences between cohorts.  
Of the clusters with differences between the two cohorts, the most prominent was 
within the lack of information cluster. Both fall and mid-year cohorts perceived that they 
were not adequately informed about such things as getting involved, riding the bus, 
extended orientation services, on and off-campus housing, or the city surrounding the 
campus. Lack of information was largely viewed as an inconvenience in their adjustment 
by both fall and mid-year transfer students. Fall transfers mostly were uninformed about 
using the bus system. Many statements indicated that they wanted schedule information 
and were intimidated to learn how to ride the buses without assistance. One fall transfer 
student researched the bus system over the winter break because he thought he would 
need to learn it with the colder weather. This suggests that in the fall, with presumably 
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nicer weather, it was inconvenient not knowing the bus system, but not essential. Mid-
year transfer students could have perceived it easier to adjust to the bus system because 
more students were using it, and it was more essential due to the wintery weather 
conditions.  
 In comparison mid-year transfer students were mostly uninformed about the 
surrounding city and its resources. Their statements indicated that they wanted more 
information about restaurants, convenient stores, pet stores, movie theaters, etc. This may 
be a bi-product of mid-year transfer students perceiving there to be little to do socially 
and a desire to find other avenues (aside from campus) to fill their time.  
For the fall transfer students the data imply the university provides more 
information about its bus service. However, for the mid-year transfer students the data 
suggest the university take some responsibility in their lack of social adjustment and 
provide information about other resources within the larger community housing the 
university.  
In the cluster of technology, differences existed between the two cohorts in that 
mid-year transfer students presented more struggles learning educational software used 
for classes and fall transfer students reported more difficulty learning locations of 
computer labs and how to print. Both of these difficulties adjusting to technology 
appeared to cause some distress while adjusting, in which fall transfer students reported 
as relatively easy to overcome. Mid-year transfer students may be at a disadvantage 
because professors may assume that students are in their second semester and had prior 
experience with the computer software. These data are supported Cohen and Brawer 
(2003) who claimed transfer students encounter greater difficulty entering specialized 
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courses than with general education courses. This suggests that even students who have 
earned an associate‘s degree and transfer mid-year may still experience some difficulty 
due to specific software needs that might not be gained at a different institution. 
 Views on being employed while being a student were vastly difference between 
mid-year and fall cohorts. Fall transfer students largely perceived having campus 
employment as a stressor that interfered with their academic and social adjustment. These 
students reported challenges of balancing employment with classes and social 
engagements. For one fall transfer, she directly attributed her inability to socially adjust 
to her having a job that required her to work almost every weekend.  
 On the other hand, data from mid-year transfer students suggest that they 
perceived part-time jobs as a means to socially connect with others and as a way to fill 
some of their schedules. One mid-year transfer student shared in an interview that she 
worked two jobs at community college and was active and involved. She related not 
having a job and not finding involvement opportunities as negatively impacting her 
academics (too much time on her hands). A mid-year transfer student survey response 
qualifies her sentiment by stating, ―Finding jobs is difficult on campus. I would have 
adjusted better if I had a job.‖ For mid-year transfers who secured campus employment, it 
was perceived to be very beneficial in helping them feel connected to the university 
community and develop a sense of belonging. This finding lends support to Kodama‘s 
(2002) research, which revealed commuter students who were not employed experienced 
greater marginality (not belonging) compared to those employed on campus.  
 Fall and mid-year transfer students also differed on their perceptions of the size of 
the campus. Surprisingly, data from fall transfer students expressed difficulty with the 
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research site being larger than their community colleges and thought this impeded their 
adjustment. For many, it was an issue of traveling to and from classes, which they 
discovered took more time and effort, as one fall transfer student said, ―There are 
situations when normally it took close to twenty minutes hoofing it [to get to class].‖ 
Mid-year transfer students had the opposite viewpoint in that they liked the size of the 
campus. One mid-year transfer student went so far to say that it was, ―perfect.‖ Even 
mid-year transfer students who identified it as a large campus liked the diversity and 
variety. No mid-year transfer student reported disliking or feeling impeded by the size of 
the campus.  
 The final personal adjustment cluster with reported differences was weather-
related adjustment. As a curiosity, the researcher investigated if weather influenced 
adjustment by impeding student‘s travels to and from classes on the survey. Exploring 
this further the researcher inquired follow-up questions in the small group interviews. 
Fall transfer students largely shared how the weather interfered or hindered their ability 
to travel to class with ease, while mid-year transfer students reported weather as 
impacting their social adjustment more than personal adjustment. These data from fall 
transfer students indicate that rainy or windy conditions were hindered their travel. This 
corresponds to the findings associated with the size of campus cluster, as fall transfer 
students voiced difficulty with traveling to class in the rain. For instance, one fall transfer 
said, ―I didn‘t want to walk all the way in the rain and then show up to class soaking 
wet.‖ Similarly, a fall transfer art student shared that windy conditions made traveling 
difficult with his art portfolio and supplies, and specifically referenced wind tunnels 
created by the towering university residence halls. In contrast, there were relatively few 
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statements about the wintery conditions faced by mid-year transfer students, and one 
explanation for this is because fall transfer students did not expect facing weather-related 
issues, whereas mid-year transfer students expected wintery conditions. , or mid-year 
transfer students were facing so many other pressing challenges (social, technological, 
etc.).  
For mid-year transfer students the weather related concerns were perceived more 
so as impacting their ability to get involved and socially connect with peers. Mid-year 
transfer students noticed more activities and events to occur once the weather began 
changing in late spring. ―I didn‘t notice how many people actually went here until the 
weather changed. There is more traffic and people throwing Frisbees on the quad, it just 
makes it seem friendlier now,‖ stated one mid-year transfer student. His statement 
showed his surprise with how the changing of the weather added life to the campus. 
Another statement from a mid-year transfer student describing her vantage point, ―It 
seemed like everyone already knew each other and it wasn‘t until it became nice weather 
that people were doing more on campus.‖ These data implied that mid-year transfer 
students perceived a distinct relationship between involvement opportunities and weather 
conditions.  
 Term of entry cluster. The final cluster that emerged and extended beyond all 
three adjustment categories was term of entry. Statements from mid-year transfer students 
specifically mentioned the term they entered or their perceptions about the fall semester 
in conjunction to an adjustment characteristic. This was absent from the statements 
provided by fall transfer students. Although numerous clusters consisted of relatively few 
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statements, this cluster contained 32 statements. The responses reflected perceptions that 
entering mid-year impeded transfer students‘ adjustment to campus. 
Social adjustment was linked with term of entry by mid-year transfer students. 
Numerous statements from mid-year transfer students suggested there were fewer campus 
activities, fewer opportunities to join clubs and organizations, and many pre-existing 
social groups that made it difficult for them to socially connect with others at the research 
site. One fall transfer student who, fortuitously, participated in a mid-year transfer small 
group interview was able to affirm from her vantage point that fall transfer students were 
afforded more opportunities to socially connect. Several statements from mid-year 
transfer students included attempts to explain why this might be the case, often citing the 
lack of nice weather. One remark that captured many of these thoughts was,  
I feel like in the fall that they had a lot of activities going on, which probably is 
because the weather is nicer too. So that could be it, but transferring in the spring 
isn‘t as traditional, so I feel they didn‘t do as much because maybe they didn‘t see 
incoming transfer populations as large as they usually get in the fall. 
 
Additionally, mid-year transfer students used descriptive language that suggested 
they felt alone and isolated to a greater degree than fall transfer students. For example on 
mid-year said, ―It is hard for a spring transfer because I feel so out of place.‖ These 
expressions of isolation were mentioned in association with entering mid-year and having 
difficulty infiltrating pre-existing social groups. These pre-existing groups were reported 
by mid-year transfers to be in a variety of settings from the residence halls to academic 
classrooms. These data indicate that mid-year transfer students perceived themselves as 
outsiders and that they did not feel a sense of belonging within the community. For 
example, ―Being a spring transfer makes it like twice as hard to make friends especially 
in your major program, because…everybody knows each other and I feel like the odd 
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man out a lot of the time.‖ A different mid-year transfer student adds value by stating, ―I 
transferred in the spring semester of 2009 and live in the dorms. I felt that coming in at 
semester made it harder for me to adapt and make friends.‖ These data imply that mid-
year transfer students experienced a hard time socially connecting and that they perceived 
it to be related to the term in which they entered. Mid-year transfer students seemed to 
understand that they were beginning at a point of continuation for the rest of campus. The 
data suggest that mid-year transfer students perceived the fall semester as an easier time 
to transfer in and make social connections to the university. Mid-year transfer students 
perceived that the fall is a better time to start because the weather is nicer, a majority of 
students are new to the campus, and everyone is moving into the halls around the same 
time, there are more social activities and clubs and organizations are also recruiting new 
members. In summary one mid-year transfer student states, ――I feel like spring is the 
worst time to transfer because in the fall they have a lot more opportunities.‖ 
 Overall, much of the qualitative analysis supports that which was found in the 
quantitative analyses. Lincoln and Guba (1985) recommend that data triangulation, (i.e., 
using more than one data collection method and measures of analysis) can strengthen and 
validate research findings. 
 
Recommendations 
 
 The results from this study support numerous recommendations. Two categories 
of recommendations were identified. The first are recommendations for future research 
initiatives regarding transfer student adjustment and term of entry. The second set of 
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recommendations are for enhancing or implementing new practices among both two and 
four-year institutions to improve efforts to assist transfer students in their adjustment.  
 Recommendations for future research. As this study expands previous research 
on transfer student adjustment, and more specifically, the adjustment of mid-year transfer 
students at a four-year university, there are numerous areas for future research. There is 
still a large gap in the literature on mid-year transfer students. Learning more about mid-
year transfer students is important because institutions, such as the research site for this 
study, enroll a sizeable population of their transfer student population (25%) at the start 
of the spring semester.  
Based on this study, mid-year transfer students significantly more than fall 
transfer students had demographic and situational characteristics that are identified 
persistence risk factors. Also of interest, substantially more mid-year transfer students, in 
comparison to fall transfer students, reported commuting and living at home with their 
parents/families. Fewer mid-year transfer students reported living in an apartment, house, 
or room with roommates compared to fall transfer students. This is believed to be due to 
the unavailability of off-campus apartments during mid-year. Both Tinto (1993) and 
Astin (1993) indicate that demographic and situational variables are an important part of 
the equation, which can impact educational outcomes. Future research on term of entry 
needs to be expanded beyond this single institution to discover if these differences are 
stable over time or at other institutions. With mid-year transfer students having many 
negatively associated background characteristics it is important for future research to 
control for demographic variables to minimize the influence they may have on outcomes, 
such as adjustment. This was especially important for comparing two different groups on 
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adjustment. With regard to demographic and situational variables future research could 
also investigate why students choose to transfer mid-year when there is less resources 
available to help students adjust. Although this study did not directly investigate students 
decisions to enter in the mid-year, a few reasons were shared by students in the small 
group interviews. One student who entered in the spring semester graduated in December 
and thought it would be better transferring than taking a semester off. This mid-year 
transfer student essentially explained how he wanted to have uninterrupted attendance, 
which Pascarella and Terenzini (1991) indicated as being positively correlated with 
degree attainment. Another mid-year student shared that he was unable to get into his 
major for the fall term and, at the recommendation of his community college adviser, 
applied for entry mid-year.  
 Another area for future research is to expand the use of the subscales identified by 
this study. The social subscale campus activities, the academic subscale academic 
competitiveness, and personal subscale registration/advising were each significantly 
related to term of entry. The subscales provided a useful understanding of the types of 
adjustment experienced by students and are recommended to be used in further studies of 
the three constructs of adjustment. Additionally, two personal adjustment subscales were 
not analyzed because they were weak factors containing only one item each, so new 
research could explore additional items to capture financial adjustment and adjustment 
related to the transfer of credit. Using a cluster technique suggested by Miles and 
Huberman (1994) the qualitative data clustered into categories similar to many of the 
identified subscales adding a richer context to adjustment differences experienced by fall 
and mid-year transfer students.  
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 Another facet of this study was investigating how awareness and usage influenced 
adjustment and how the two samples differed. Mid-year transfer students were 
considerably less aware of institutional resources, but there was not a significant 
distinction between the two samples on usage. Since this study explored awareness and 
usage of six institutional resources that aid in adjustment, which are specific to the 
research site, additional research is needed to confirm or refute these findings. Awareness 
and usage was determined by respondents‘ ability to identify the name of the resource 
and it is possible that some transfer students were aware of the resource and not its formal 
name. More in-depth investigation should be conducted on awareness especially, since 
this study found it to be significantly related to aspects of adjustment.  
 This research study cast light on how mid-year and fall transfer students differed 
on aspects of social, academic, and personal adjustment. These differences provide 
insight to the experiences had by both group of students. Future research though is 
needed to explore these adjustment findings and compare them to academic outcomes 
such as first-semester GPA, first-year persistence rates, and graduation rates. Although 
these two groups significantly differ on aspects of adjustment, future research should tie 
these aspects of adjustment to desired educational outcomes to determine just how 
important these differences may be to the success of students transferring in to four-year 
institutions at different times.  
 Other areas for future research might extend this comparative analysis to include 
transfer students who begin in the summer term, or at institutions that operate on quarter 
systems the non-traditional quarters. This study found significant differences in the 
adjustment and demographic characteristics of students who start at different points in 
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time. Another expansion of this study would be to compare transfer students from four-
year institutions, students transferring from private two-year institutions, and out-of-state 
community college transfer students. Therefore, this study could be replicated to compare 
and contrast adjustment experienced by different types of transfer students. With many 
students taking credits at multiple institutions, this research could bring light to unique 
adjustment patterns for these transfer students as well. 
A final replication of this study is suggested at a macro-level to provide enhance 
the generalizability. Replicating this study at a state-wide level or even a national level 
could provide greater breadth of knowledge about the relationship between transfer 
student adjustment and term of entry. Expanding this comparative design to increase the 
generalizability of such findings may provide evidentiary support to a broader number of 
two and four-year institutional initiatives, and state support initiatives, such as the 
itransfer.org web site that are designed to aid in transfer student adjustment.  
 Recommendations for practice. The results from this mixed method study are 
similar to previous research that encourage four-year institutions to increase services to 
help transfer students adjust (Gumm, 2006; Laanan, 1998, 2004; Townsend & Wilson, 
2006). Furthermore, these findings can be beneficial to two-year institutions to help 
prepare students who transfer to four-year campuses in the fall or mid-year term. A 
number of institutional practices are recommended to aid in both mid-year and fall 
transfer student adjustment.  
 A recommendation based on both the quantitative and qualitative data collected is 
to enhance the orientation services provided to fall and mid-year transfer students. 
Although, fall transfer students had a more positive social adjustment than mid-year 
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transfer students the qualitative findings suggested more could be done to ease their 
transition socially. Fall transfer students specifically mentioned wanting more first-week 
activities designed for transfer students. Many statements conveyed that fall transfers did 
not feel accepted in the current activities because they perceived the activities offered 
were geared toward freshmen. This notion of being thrown in or combined with freshmen 
was negative for fall transfer students and they desired more transfer specific activities 
and services to help them address transfer specific problems and meet other transfer 
students. Similarly, mid-year transfer students also wanted more transfer specific 
opportunities to socially connect with other transfer students. They particularly spoke of 
including social transfer students programs to allow them to connect with each other as 
part of the initial orientation to campus. This study reported that mid-year transfer 
students attended fewer events or indicated that events they attended did not help with 
their social adjustment to larger degree than fall transfer students. From interview data, 
mid-year transfer students self-identified as having different needs and a desire to meet 
and interact with other transfer students who shared experiences similar to their own. The 
results from this study support Moore (1981), who reported that transfer student 
orientations need to be separate.  
 In addition to improving orientation services to better meet the needs of fall and 
mid-year transfer students, based on the findings its is recommended that four-year 
institutions offer comparable opportunities for mid-year transfer students to get involved 
as are available for fall transfer students. Mid-year students reported difficulty finding 
activities or that the activities attended did not help them build social connections. 
Qualitative data illustrated the struggle mid-year students had in finding clubs to join or 
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campus activities to attend. Mid-year transfer students especially expressed that current 
students were not looking to expand their social networks, so the university may need to 
create activities and events that focus on helping new mid-year transfer students socially 
adjust and connect with each other and find ways to encourage current students to be 
more open and accepting of newer students. Four year campuses could enhance the social 
adjustment for these students by providing information about clubs and organizations that 
recruit new members during the spring semester. Some four-year campuses, such as the 
research site, are beginning to host ―organizational fairs‖ mid-year that are similar to 
those hosted in the fall semester. However, as pointed out, by a mid-year African-
American female interview participant, these clubs and organizations need to be 
recruiting new students for organizational fairs to be useful. In her case finding clubs and 
organizations that were not recruiting until the following September only added stress 
and frustration to her transition.  
 More of the results from interviews and open-ended survey questions indicated 
that many transfer students, especially mid-year transfers, were uninformed about 
opportunities to get involved. Therefore, a recommendation based on these findings is for 
institutions to promote clubs and organizations that do recruit mid-year through e-mail, 
social networking sites, and the campus Web site. Additionally, four-year institutions 
could offer social networking opportunities for new mid-year transfer students to connect 
with each other. As one student suggested, ―Make more available for transferring 
students in the spring semester if at all possible.‖ 
 Since the demographic data suggest more mid-year transfer students have risk 
characteristics associated with non-persistence, four-year institutions could add first-
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week programming to the spring semester to help students address issues commonly 
experienced by commuter students, students that live at home, older or non-traditional 
students, and students that enroll part-time. This may mean hosting a variety of 
orientation type programs and changing the format to be friendlier to students with 
different life situations. One example of an institution that offers multiple types of 
orientation services is the University of Utah. Their orientation services web site (2007) 
indicated they offer multiple orientation program formats from overnight programs, day 
long programs, evening programs, and one-hour long first-week orientation programs to 
meet the diverse needs of their students. 
 Another recommendation based on the findings of this study is to address the 
differences between fall and mid-year transfer students through extended orientation 
courses or transfer seminars. Since the 1990s, a growing trend is for four-year 
universities to offer first-year experience seminars designed specifically for transfer 
students. The www.itransfer.org Web site (2009), which is a portal for transfer students 
to seek assistance in the state of Illinois, describe transfer seminars as, 
 A transfer student seminar is a small group of students who interact with each 
 other and a seminar leader. Seminar topics and activities are designed to improve 
 academic performance, introduce students to campus resources and support 
 services, enhance social adjustment by creating a sense of community among 
 students with similar experiences and by encouraging involvement in student 
 organizations and campus activities. 
 
 Transfer seminars could alleviate some of the adjustment challenges presented by 
fall and mid-year transfer students in this study. For fall transfer students it could assist 
with providing information about the registration process and how to prepare for advising 
at the four-year institution. Mid-year transfer students would benefit from socially 
interacting with other mid-year transfer students in the class, learning about technology 
 205 
 
used in other courses, as well as learning about institutional resources available to aid in 
their adjustment. As found when awareness and usage were controlled social adjustment 
no longer was significantly different for mid-year transfer students. Helping mid-year 
transfer students become more aware of institutional resources designed to aid adjustment 
may also increase mid-year transfer students‘ social adjustment  For these courses to 
maximize effectiveness, it is recommended that  they are tailored to meet the unique 
needs of transfer students entering each semester.  
 A final recommendation based on the results of this study is for transfer specific 
organizations to be created or formed to help provide opportunities for transfer students 
to connect with other transfer students. One respondent suggested having upper class 
transfer students serve as mentors to new students. The University of North Texas created 
a Transfer Ambassador program to address this need. Institutions could additionally 
promote the creation of transfer student government groups or transfer honor societies, 
such as Tau Sigma. These student clubs and organizations may provide activities, events, 
or resources to help incoming transfer students as they experience social, personal, or 
academic adjustment to the four-year campus. Based on the results from the qualitative 
findings, community college transfer students perceived themselves as having different 
needs from freshmen in their adjustment to campus. One of those needs is to connect with 
other transfer students who may be able to relate better with their transition and share 
strategies on how they adjusted.  
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Conclusion 
 Based on the results from 373 respondents of a survey administered to two 
samples, fall 2008 (n=258) and mid-year  2009 (n=115), of community college transfer 
students at one large four-year public university, it was determined that term of entry did 
have a significant relationship with aspects of social, academic, and personal adjustment.  
Furthermore, to extend the survey data and provide a deeper contextual understanding of 
the different factors influencing adjustment for these two cohorts, 569 responses from 
small group interviews and open-ended survey questions were analyzed using a cluster 
approach recommended by Miles and Huberman (1994). This resulted in 32 clusters 
within the three categories of social, academic, and personal adjustment, with the 
majority of statements (80%) coded as impediments.  
 Investigating differences between community college transfer students who 
entered at different times resulted in mid-year transfer students being demographically 
more male, non-white, older, commuters, attended part-time, and had a parent (father) 
with no college experience, which have been all identified as potential persistence risk 
factors (Horn, 1996; Pascarella & Terenzini, 2005). This difference could account for 
differences in adjusting to a university, which gives merit to controlling for demographic 
variables when testing adjustment. In regard to adjustment when demographic 
characteristics were controlled, mid-year transfer students reported having a more 
difficult social adjustment and were also less aware of institutional resources designed to 
aid in adjustment. However, mid-year transfer students did adjust better to the academic 
competitiveness of the research site and had a more positive registration/advising 
adjustment than fall transfer students. When awareness and usage were controlled mid-
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year transfer students had a more positive personal adjustment than fall students and 
social adjustment was no longer significantly different between fall and mid-year transfer 
students. Awareness of institutional resources designed to aid in adjustment was a key 
factor that was significantly related to social adjustment and personal adjustment. 
Students who were more aware of these resources and services adjusted better. Although 
usage was not significant individually it is important to remember that part of the 
awareness response options included usage (i.e., aware and used resources).  
 Academically both samples had similar adjustment experiences academically, 
which is logical in the academic environment did not change much between semesters. 
Common challenges reported by both groups were adjusting to the increased demand of 
coursework, adjusting to lecture hall learning, and adjusting to differences in advising 
between the 2-year and 4-year. The academic adjustment reported by fall and mid-year 
transfer students are similar and support findings from previous research (Bauer & Bauer, 
1994; Berger & Malaney, 2003; Britt & Hirt, 1999; Laanan, 1996; Nowak, 2004; Owens, 
2009; Townsend, 1995; Townsend & Wilson, 2006).  
 Exploring these adjustment differences further through small group interviews 
and analyzing the open-ended survey responses suggested mid-year transfer students 
struggled with social adjustment due to pre-existing social networks that were not 
accepting of new members, lack of clubs and organizations to join, and fewer campus 
activities being offered to promote building social connections as was available in the fall 
semester. Many transfer students, especially fall transfer students expressed a desire for 
transfer specific events and activities because activities planned were geared toward 
freshmen. In regard to academic adjustment the qualitative data, linked with the advising 
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cluster, added insight by suggesting that fall transfer students reported much of their 
struggle with advising was in securing appointments and meeting with advisers. Mid-year 
transfer students did not experience difficulty getting in to meet with advisers, which 
adviser access may be one of the few advantages for mid-year transfers discovered in this 
study. This is likely due to the smaller number of new students who start mid-year, which 
is less of a demand on advising services. As for personal adjustment, the qualitative data 
added value in noting how the two groups differed on a variety of factors such as a lack 
of being informed, adjusting with employment, technological changes experienced, and 
weather-related issues. Mid-year transfer students reported being uniformed about social 
activities and campus community information, whereas fall transfer students felt 
uninformed about the bus system and other university processes. Fall transfer students 
perceived being employed part-time would hinder their adjustment, while mid-year 
transfer students saw employment as a means to fill their time and help develop social 
connections. Mid-year transfer students reported challenges adjusting to computer 
software programs used in their classes because they perceived everyone else as knowing 
how to use the program and that no class time was given to learn about it. In regard to 
weather, mid-year transfer students perceived the weather to impact the opportunities to 
socially connect. Fall transfer students reported being caught off guard with adjusting to 
environmental differences, (i.e., size of campus, greater distance between buildings) that 
made travelling between classes challenge in adverse weather, such as rain and high 
winds.  
 Term of entry, in relation to transfer student adjustment, has been largely 
understudied. The comparative data from this study adds to existing literature by finding 
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different factors that influence adjustment based on the term of entry among community 
college transfer students. Tinto (1993) regards adjustment as a precursor, which may lead 
to integration and student persistence. Therefore, adjustment is a critical first step in 
exploring student persistence. Prior research has discovered that four-year institutions 
have a relatively low priority in helping transfer students persist and succeed (Swing, 
2000; Townsend, 1995; Townsend & Wilson, 2006). However, Berger and Malaney 
(2003) contend that the focus is shifting from this being the students‘ responsibility, to 
institutions also having some responsibility to help facilitate the transfer process. 
With community colleges experiencing enrollment increases the need to enhance 
the transition between two and four-year institutions is imperative. Therefore, future 
research and institutional practices should heed the recommendations of this study by 
focusing more attention on term of entry. Of particular interest in this study, 32 
qualitative statements clustered together indicated that mid-year transfer students 
perceived the term they entered as having a direct bearing on their adjustment. In 
summary, as one mid-year transfer student shared, ―Since many students do this 
[graduate from community college in December and transfer], I think there should be a 
little more emphasis on students transferring in the spring.‖ 
 210 
 
References 
ACT (2006). Trends 1983-2006. In Information for policymakers. Retrieved  
September 2, 2006 at http://www.act.org/path/policy/pdf/retain_trends.pdf. 
 
Adelman, C. (1999). Answers in the tool box: Academic intensity, attendance patterns  
and bachelor’s degree attainment. Short Web-based version. Washington, DC: 
U.S. Department of Education. Retrieved October 26, 2006 from 
http://www.ed.gov/pubs/Toolbox/toolbox.html. 
 
Adelman, C. (2005). Moving into town – and moving on: The community college 
 in the lives of traditional age students. Washington, DC: U.S. Department of 
 Education. 
 
American Association of Community Colleges and American Association of State  
Colleges and Universities—Improving access to the baccalaureate (2004) 
retrieved on May 2005 at www.pathtocollege.org/pdf/Lumina_Rpt_AACC.pdf. 
 
Astin, A. W. (1977). Four critical years: Effects of college on beliefs, attitudes, and  
knowledge. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Astin, A.W. (1984). Student involvement: A developmental theory for higher education.  
 Journal of College Student Personnel, 25, 297-308. 
 
Astin, A. W. (1993). What matters in college? Four critical years revisited. San  
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Babbie, E. (1990). Survey research methods (2
nd
 ed.). Belmont, CA: Wadsworth. 
 
Barefoot, B.O. (2000). The first-year experience: Are we making it any better? About  
Campus, 4(6) 12-18. 
 
Barefoot, B. O. (2004). Higher education revolving door: Confronting the problem of  
student dropout in US colleges and universities. Open Learning, 19(1), 9-18. 
 
Barlett, C. & Abell, P. (1995). Understanding the transfer student – or are we? Paper  
presented at Annual National Transfer and Articulation Symposium and at the 
Annual Meeting of American Association of Collegiate Registrars and Admissions 
Officers. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. ED 381 200). 
 
Bauer, P. F., & Bauer, K. W. (1994). The community college as an academic bridge:  
Academic and personal concerns of community college before and after 
transferring to a four-year institution. College and University, 69(3), 116-122.  
 
 
 
 211 
 
Bean, J. P., & Metzner, B. S. (1985). A conceptual model of nontraditional  
undergraduate student attrition. Review of Educational Research, 55(4), 485-540. 
 
Berger, J. B. & Melaney, G. D. (2003). Assessing the transition of transfer students 
from community colleges to a University. NASPA Journal, 40(4), 1-23. 
 
Berkner, L., He S., & Cataldi, E.F. (2002). Descriptive summary of 1995-96 beginning  
post secondary students: Three years later, with an essay on students who started 
at less-than 4-year institutions. Washington, D.C.: National Center for Education 
Statistics. 
 
Berkner, L., Horn, L., & Clune, N. (2000). Descriptive summary of 1995–96 beginning  
postsecondary students: Three years later (NCES 2000–154). U.S. Department of 
Education, National Center for Education Statistics. Washington, DC: U.S. 
Government Printing Office. 
 
Bogue, J. P. (1950). The community college. New York, NY: McGraw-Hill. 
 
Boswell, K., & Wilson, C. D. (Eds.). (2004). Keeping America’s promise: A report on  
the future of the community college. A joint publication of Education Commission 
of the States and League for Innovation in the Community College. Denver: 
Education Commission of the States.  
 
Bradburn, E. M. & Carroll, C. D. 2002. Short-term enrollment in post-secondary  
education. Student background and institutional differences in reasons for early 
departure, 1996-98. Washington, DC: National Center for Education Statistics.  
 
Bradburn, E. M. & Hurst, D. G. (2006). Community college transfer rates to 4-year 
institutions using alternative definitions of transfer. Education Statistics 
Quarterly, 3(3), 1. Washington, D.C.: National Center for Education Statistics. 
 
Bradburn, E. M., Hurst, D. G. & Peng, S. (2001). Community college transfer rates 
to 4-year institutions using alternative definitions of transfer. Research and 
Development Report. Washington, D.C.: National Center for Education Statistics. 
 
Bragg, D.D. & Townsend, B.K. (2006). ASHE reader on community colleges in the 21
st
  
century: Introduction. In Townsend, B.K. and Bragg, D.D. ASHE Reader on 
Community Colleges (3
rd
 eds). Boston, MA: Pearson Custom Publishing. 
 
Braxton, J. M., Hirschy, A. S. & McClendon, S. A. (2004). Understanding and reducing 
college student departure. ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Reports, 30(3), 1-97. 
 
Braxton, J. M., Milem, J. F., & Sullivan, A. S. (2000). The influence of active learning on  
the college student departure process [Electronic version]. The Journal of Higher 
Education, 71, 569-90.  
 
 212 
 
Braxton, J. M., Sullivan, A. V., & Johnson, R. M. (1997). Appraising Tinto's theory of 
college student departure. In J. C. Smart (Ed.), Higher education: A handbook of 
theory and research 12, 107-164. New York: Agathon Press. 
 
Brint, S., & Karabel, J. (1989). The diverted dream: Community colleges and the promise  
of educational opportunity in America, 1900-1985. New York, NY: Oxford 
University Press. 
 
Britt, L.W. & Hirt, J. B. (1999) Student experiences and institutional practices affecting  
spring semester transfer students. NASPA Journal, 36(3) Spring 1999. 
 
Bryant, M.T. (2004). The portable dissertation adviser. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Carleton, J. R. (1999). The effect of course sequence and time intervals between  
prerequisite courses on student learning outcomes. Digital Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 60(2). (UMI No. ATT 9920321) Retrieved December 20, 2006 
from Digital Dissertations database. 
 
Cejda, B. (1994). Reducing transfer shock through faculty collaboration: A case study.  
Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 18(2), 189-99. 
 
Cejda, B. D. (1997). An examination of transfer shock in academic disciplines. 
Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 21(3), 279-290. 
 
Cejda, B. D. (1999). The role of the community college in baccalaureate attainment at a 
private liberal arts college. Community College Review, 27(1), 1–12. 
 
Cejda, B. D., Rewey, K. L., & Kaylor, A. J. (1998). The effect of academic factors on 
transfer student persistence and graduation: A community college to liberal arts 
college case study. Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 22, 
675-686. 
 
Chronicle of Higher Education (2006). The Almanac of Higher Education, 52(1), 3. 
Retrieved January 27, 2006 from  
http://www.chronicle.com/weekly/almanac/2006/nation/nation.htm. 
 
Clark, B. (1960). The ―cooling-out‖ function in higher education. American Journal of 
Sociology, 65, 569-576. 
 
Cohen, A. M. (1998). The shaping of American higher education. San Francisco:  
Jossey-Bass Publishers. 
 
Cohen, A. M., & Brawer, F. B. (2003). The American community college (4th ed.). San  
Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.  
 
 
 213 
 
Cohen, A.M., & Sanchez, J.R. (1997). The transfer rate: A model of consistency (Report 
No. JC 970 416). Los Angeles, CA: Center for the Study of Community Colleges. 
(ERIC Document Reproduction Services No. ED 409 952). 
 
Community College Survey of Student Engagement, University of Texas (2005).  
Community college survey of student engagement (CCSSE). Austin, TX: Author. 
 
Conklin, K. A. (1993). Leaving the community college: Attrition, completion, or  
something else? Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 17, 1–11. 
 
Creswell, J.W. (2003). Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed methods  
approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Creswell, J.W. (2005). Educational research: Planning, conducting, and evaluating  
quantitative and qualitative Research (2
nd
 ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: 
Merrill/Pearson Education. 
 
Cross, K. P. (1985). Determining missions and priorities for the fifth generation. In W.  
Degan and D. Tillery (Eds), Renewing the American community college: 
Priorities and strategies for effective leadership (pp. 34-52). San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 
 
Consortium for Student Retention Data Exchange, CSDRE (2003). Retrieved on May  
2005 from http://www.ou.edu/csrde/index.html. 
 
Costello, A.B., & Osborne, J.W. (July 2005). Best practices in exploratory factor 
analysis: Four recommendations for getting the most from your analysis. 
Practical Assessment, Research & Evaluation 10(7). 
 
Cuseo, J. (1998). The transfer transition: A summary of key issues, target areas, and  
tactics for reform. Marymount College. (ERIC Document Reproduction Service 
No. ED 425 771).  
 
Davies, T. G., & Casey, K. (1999). Transfer student experiences: Comparing their  
academic and social live and the community college and university. College 
Student Journal, 33(1), 60-71.  
 
Davies, T. G. & Dickmann, E. M. (1998). Can we hear them? Do we listen?: Student 
voices in the transfer process. Community College Journal of Research and 
Practice, 22(5), 541-557. 
 
Deegan, W. L., & Tillery, D. (1985). Renewing the American community college:  
Priorities and strategies for effective leadership. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass. 
 
 
 
 214 
 
de los Santos, A., Jr., & Wright, I. (1990). Maricopa's swirling students: Earning one- 
third of Arizona State's bachelor's degrees. Community, Technical, and Junior 
College Journal, 1990, 60(6), 32-34. 
 
Devellis, R.F. (2003). Scale development: Theory and applications. Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage Publications. 
 
Dial-Driver, E. (1990). Feldman and Newcomb's impact of college on students: A 
 retrospective view on relevance to the community/junior college. Paper presented 
 at the Annual Meeting of the Association for the Study of Higher Education, 
 Portland, OR. 
 
Diaz, P. (1992). Effects of transfer on academic performance of community college  
students at the four-year institution. Community College Journal of Research and 
Practice, 16(3), 279_291. 
 
Dillman, D.A. (2000). Mail and internet surveys: The tailored design method (2
nd
 eds.).  
New York, NY: John Wiley & Sons. 
 
Dougherty, K. D. (1987). The Effects of community colleges: Aid or hindrance to  
socioeconomic attainment? Sociology of Education 60(2), 86-103. 
 
Dougherty, K. D. (1992). Community colleges and baccalaureate attainment. Journal of  
Higher Education 63(2), 188-214.  
 
Dougherty, K. D. (1994). The contradictory college: The conflicting origins, impacts and  
futures of the community college. Albany, NY: State University of New York 
Press. 
 
Dougherty, K.D. & Kienzl, G.S. (2006, March). It‘s not enough to get through the open 
door: Inequalities by social background in transfer from community colleges to 
four-year colleges. Teachers College Record 108(3), March 2006, 452–487. 
 
Durkheim, E. (1951) Suicide: A study in sociology. New York: The Free Press. 
 
Eggleston, L., & Laanan, F. (2001). Making the transition to the senior institution  
New Directions for Community Colleges, 114, 87–97. 
 
Flaga, C. T. (2002). The process of transition for community college transfer  
 students. Ph.D. dissertation, Michigan State University, United States -- 
 Michigan. Retrieved October 16, 2009, from Dissertations & Theses @ CIC 
 Institutions.(Publication No. AAT 3053743).  
 
Fischer, M.J. (2007). Settling into campus life: Differences by race/ethnicity in college  
 involvement outcomes. The Journal of Higher Education, 78(2) March/April 
 2007.  
 215 
 
Fiske, E. B. (2004). Introduction. Lumina Foundation Focus. Retrieved July 21, 2007  
from http://www.Luminafoundation.org/cgi-bin/tools/print.pl?1861 
 
Fredrickson, J. (1998). Today's transfer students: Who are they? Community College  
Review, 26(1), 43–45. 
 
Geiger, R. L. (2005). The ten generations of American higher education. In Berdahl, R.  
O., Altbach, P. G., Gumport, P. J. (Ed.), Higher education in the twenty-first 
century, 2nd ed. (38-70). Baltimore, OH: Johns Hopkins University Press. 
 
Graham, S. W. & Hughes, J. C. (1994, September-October). Moving down the road:  
Community college students‘ academic performance at the university. Community 
College Journal of Research & Practice, 18(5), 449-464. 
 
Greene, J. C., & Caracelli, V. J. (1997). Defining and describing the paradigm issue in  
mixed-method evaluation. In J. C. Greene & V. J. Caracelli (Eds.), Advances in 
mixed-method evaluation: The challenges and benefits of integrating diverse 
paradigms (pp. 5-17). (New Directions for Evaluation, No. 74). San Francisco: 
Jossey-Bass. 
 
Greene, J. C., Caracelli, V. J., & Graham, W. D. (1989). Toward a conceptual framework  
for mixed-method evaluation designs. Educational Evaluation and Policy 
Analysis, 11(3), 255-274. 
 
Grubb, W. N. (1999). The economic benefits of pre-baccalaureate education: Results  
from state and local studies (CCRC Brief, Number 3). New York: Teachers 
College, Columbia University. 
 
Gumm, E. J. (2006). Transfer transitions: First-semester experiences of transfer students  
at selected Texas Christian universities. Digital Dissertation Abstracts 
International, 67 (03), 92A. (UMI No. AAT 3213387) Retrieved December 20, 
2006 from Digital Dissertations database. 
 
Harbin, C. E. (1997, Fall). A survey of transfer students at four-year institutions serving a  
California community college. Community College Review, 25(2), 21-40. 
 
Harrison, C.H. (1993). Orienting transfer students. In Upcraft, M.L., Mullendore, R.H.,  
 Barefoot, B. O., and Fidler, D.S. (1993) Designing successful transitions: A 
 guide for orienting students to college. The Freshman Year Experience. 
 Monograph Series, 13, 123-140. 
 
Harrison, P. L. (1999). Transition experiences of community college transfer students: A  
qualitative study. Dissertation Abstracts International, 60 (05). 1472A. (UMI No. 
9930078). 
 
 
 216 
 
Hill, J. (1965). Transfer shock: The academic performance of the junior college transfer. 
Journal of Experimental Education, 33, 201-216. 
 
Higginbotham, J. B., and Cox, K. K. (1979). Focus group interviews: A reader.  
 Chicago, IL: American Marketing Association. 
 
Hoachlander, G., Sikora, A.C., & Horn, L. (2003). Community college students: Goals,  
academic preparation, and outcomes (NCES 2003–164). 
 
Hoachlander, G., Sikora, A. C., Horn, L. & Carroll, C. D. (2003). Community college 
students. (NCES Report No. 2003-164). Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of 
Education, Institute of Education Sciences. 
 
Horn, L.J. (1996). Nontraditional Undergraduates: Trends in enrollment from 1986 to  
1992 and persistence and attainment among 1989–90 beginning postsecondary 
students (NCES 97–578). U.S. Department of Education. Washington, DC: 
National Center for Education Statistics. 
 
Horn, L. & Griffith, J. (2006). Profile of undergraduates in US postsecondary education 
institutions: 2003-04. Washington, DC: US Department of Education. (NCES No. 
2006-184). 
 
House, J.D. (1989). The effect of time of transfer on academic performance of  
community college transfer students. Journal of College Student Development. 
30, 144-147.  
 
Ignash, J. M., & Townsend, B. K. (2001). Statewide transfer and articulation policies:  
Current practices and emerging issues. In B. K. Townsend & S. B. Twombly 
(Eds.), Community colleges: Policy in future context (pp. 173-192). Westport, CT: 
Ablex Publishing. 
 
Illinois Board of Higher Education institutional profile website, (2006). Retrieved on  
December 12, 2006 from 
http://www.ibhe.state.il.us/InstitutionProfiles/ILEnrollment.aspx?id=001737&ind
ex=1. 
 
Institute for the Higher Education Policy. (1999). The tuition puzzle: Putting the pieces  
together. In J. L. Yeager, G. M. Nelson, E. A. Potter, J.C. Weidman & T.G. Zullo 
(Eds.), ASHE Reader on Finance in Higher Education. Boston, MA: Pearson 
Custom Publishing. 
 
Jacobs, B. C. (2004). Today‘s transfer students: Trends and challenges. In B. Jacobs, B.  
Lauren, M. Miller, & D. Nadler (Eds.), The college transfer student in America: 
The forgotten student. Washington, DC: American Association of Collegiate 
Registrars and Admissions Officers. 
 
 217 
 
Jacoby, B. (1989). The student-as-commuter: Developing a comprehensive institutional  
response. ASHE-ERIC Higher Education Report No. 7. Washington, D.C.: 
School of Education and Human Development, the George Washington 
University. 
 
Johnson, N. T. (1987). Academic factors that affect transfer student persistence, Journal  
of College Student Personnel, 24, 323–329. 
 
Kane, T., & Rouse, C. (1999). The community college: Educating students at the margin  
between college and work. Journal of Economic Perspectives, 13(1) (1999): 63-
84. 
 
Karabel, J. (1972). Community colleges and social stratification. Harvard Educational  
Review, 42, 521-562.  
 
Kearney, G.W., & Kearney, T. (1994). Transfer student expectations and satisfaction:  
Predictors for academic performance and persistence. Paper presented at the 
ASHE Annual Meeting, Tucson, AZ. ERIC Document Reproduction Service No. 
ED 375 717. 
 
Keeley, E. J., & House, J. D. (1993). Transfer shock revisited: A longitudinal 
study of transfer academic performance. Paper presented to the Annual Forum of 
the Association for Institutional Research, Chicago, IL. 
 
Keup, J. (2006). Report on the 2005 UCLA transfer student survey. UCLA student  
affairs information and research office (SAIRO). Retrieved on May 9, 2007 from  
http://www.sairo.ucla.edu/transferstudents/transferstudentsurveyfall20051.pdf. 
 
Kim, K.A. (2002). ERIC Review: Exploring the meaning of ‗nontraditional‘ at the  
community college. Community College Review, 30, 74-90. 
 
King, M.C. (1994). Enhancing transfer. NACADA Journal 14(1): p. 4-7. 
 
Kintzer, F., & Wattenbarger, J. (1985). The articulation/transfer phenomenon: Patterns  
and directions. Washington, DC: American Association of Community and Junior 
Colleges.  
 
Kline, P. (1999). An easy guide to factor analysis. London and New York, NY: 
Routledge.  
 
Knoell, D. M. (1990). Transfer, articulation, collaboration: Twenty-five years later.  
Washington, DC: American Association of Community and Junior Colleges. 
Krejcie, R.V. & Morgan, D.W. (1970) Determining sample size for research activities.  
 Educational and psychological measurement. 30, 607-610. 
 
 218 
 
Kuh, G. D. (2003). What we're learning about student engagement from NSSE.:  
Benchmarks for effective educational practices. Change, 35(2). 
 
Kuh, G. D. & Andreas, R. E. (1991). It‘s about time: Using qualitative methods in student  
life studies. Journal of College Student Development, 32(5), 397-405.  
 
Kvale, S. (1996). Interviews: An introduction to qualitative research interviewing.  
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Laanan, F. S. (1996). Making the transition: Understanding the adjustment process of 
community college transfer students. Community College Review, 23, 69-84. 
 
Laanan, F. S. (1998). Beyond transfer shock: A study of student‘s college experiences 
and adjustment processes at UCLA. Digital Dissertation Abstracts International, 
59 (09). (UMI No. AAT 9905522) Retrieved December 20, 2006 from Digital 
Dissertations database. 
 
Laanan, F. S. (2001). Transfer students: Trends and issues. New Directions for  
Community Colleges, 114, 5-13. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Laanan, F. S. (2003). Degree aspirations of two-year college students. Community  
College Journal of Research and Practice, 27, 495-518.  
 
Laanan, F. S. (2004). Studying transfer students: Part I: instrument design and 
implications. Community College Journal of Research and Practice, 28, 331- 
351. 
 
Lange, A.F. (1918). The junior college—What manner of child shall this be? School and  
Society, 7, 211-216. 
 
Lee, E. V. & Frank K. A. (July, 1990) Students' Characteristics that Facilitate the  
Transfer from Two-Year to Four-Year Colleges. Sociology of Education, 63 (3), 
178-193.  
 
Lee, V., Mackie-Lewis, C. & Marks, H. (1993). Persistence to the baccalaureate degree 
for students who transfer from community college. American Journal of 
Education, 102, 80-114. 
 
Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
 
McCormick, A. C., & Carroll, D. C. (1997). Transfer behavior among beginning  
postsecondary Report. Berkeley: MPR Associates, 1997. (ED 408 929). 
 
Medsker, L. L. & Tillery, D. (1971). Breaking the access barriers: A profile of two-year 
colleges. New York: McGraw-Hill. 
 
 219 
 
Meyers, L.S., Gamst, G., Guarino, A. J. (2006). Applied multivariate research: Design  
 and interpretation. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Miles, M.B. & Huberman, M.A. (1994). Qualitative data analysis: An expanded  
 sourcebook, (2
nd
 ed.). Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  
 
Monroe, C. (1972). Profile of the community college. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.  
 
Moore, K.M. (1981) The transfer syndrome: A pathology with suggested treatment.  
 NASPA Journal, 18, 22-28. 
 
Nora, A., & Rendón, L. I. (1991). Determinants of student pre-disposition to transfer: A 
structural model. Research in Higher Education, 31(3), 235-255. 
 
Nowak, M. (2004). Understanding the community college transfer student experience  
from the student voice. Digital Dissertation Abstracts International, 66 (01). 
(UMI No. AAT 3161717) Retrieved December 20, 2006 from ProQuest‘s Digital 
Dissertations database. 
 
Owens, K. (2009). Community college transfer students' experiences of the adjustment 
 process to a four year institution: A qualitative analysis. Ph.D. dissertation, 
 University of  South Florida, United States -- Florida. Retrieved October 16, 
 2009, from Dissertations & Theses: Full Text.(Publication No. AAT 3292569) 
 
Pace, C. R. (1984). Measuring the quality of college student experiences. Los Angeles: 
UCLA Center for the Study of Evaluation. 
 
Palmer, J. C. (2000). What do we know about transfer? An overview, Peer Review 
2(2): 8-11. 
 
Palmer, J. C., Ludwig, M., & Stapleton, L. (1994). At what point do community college 
students transfer to baccalaureate-granting institutions? Washington, DC: 
American Council on Education. 
 
Palmer, J. C., & Pugh, M. B. (1993). The community college contribution to the  
education of bachelor‘s degree graduates: A case study in Virginia. In J. Eaton 
(Ed.), Probing the community college transfer function (pp. 45–70).Washington, 
DC: American Council on Education. 
 
Pascarella, E.T., & Terenzini, P.T. (1980). Predicting freshman persistence and voluntary  
 dropout decisions from a theoretical model. The Journal of Higher Education, 
 51(1) 60-75. 
 
Pascarella, E., Smart, J., & Etherington, C. (1986). Long-term persistence of two-year  
college students. Research in Higher Education, 24(1), 47-71.  
 
 220 
 
Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (1991). How college affects students: Findings and 
insights from twenty years of research. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Pascarella, E. T., & Terenzini, P. T. (2005). How college affects students, volume 2: A  
third decade of research. San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass. 
 
Patton, M. Q. (1990). Qualitative evaluation and research methods. Newbury Park, CA:  
Sage.  
 
Peter, K., & Forrest Cataldi, E. (2005). The road less traveled? Students who enroll in  
multiple institutions (NCES 2005–157). U.S. Department of Education, National 
Center for Education Statistics. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing 
Office. 
 
Phillippe, K., & Patton, M. (1999). National profile of community colleges: trends &  
statistics (3
rd
ed.). Washington, DC: Community College Press.  
 
Pope, R. L., & Mueller, J.A. (2000). Development and initial validation of the 
multicultural competence in student affairs – preliminary 2 scale. Journal of 
College Student Development, 41(6), 599-608. 
 
Punch, K. F. (1998). Introduction to social research: Quantitative and qualitative 
approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Ravitch, D. (1983). The troubled crusade: American education 1945-1980. New York:  
Harper & Row. 
 
Rendón , L.I. (1994). Validating culturally diverse students: Toward a new model of  
learning and student development. Innovative Higher Education, 19(1), 23-32. 
 
Richardson, R. C. (1990). Responding to student diversity: A community college  
perspective. In J. L. Ratcliff, S. Schwarz & L. H. Ebbers (Eds.), Community 
Colleges (2nd ed., pp. 295-308). Needham Heights, MA: Simon & Schuster.  
 
Richie, D. (2004). Can I make it at the big U? Community college transfer student  
 stories. Ed.D. dissertation, University of Illinois at Urbana-Champaign, United 
 States -- Illinois. Retrieved October 16, 2009, from Dissertations & Theses @ 
 CIC Institutions.(Publication No. AAT 3131013). 
 
Romano, R. M. & Wisniewski, M. (2003) Tracking community college transfers  
using national student clearinghouse data‖ Cornell Higher Education Research 
Institute Working Paper. Retrieved on September 9, 2006 at 
http://www.ilr.cornell.edu/cheri. 
 
 
 
 221 
 
Roueche, J. & Roueche, S. (1999). High stakes, high performance: Making remedial  
education work. Washington, D.C. Community College Press. (ERIC Document 
Reproduction Number ED 454 939).  
 
Rudolph, F. (1990). The American college and university: A history. Athens, GA:  
University of Athens Press.  
 
Smith, E. C. (1999). Perceptions of community college transfer students at the University  
of Nebraska-Lincoln. Digital Dissertation Abstracts International, 60 (08). (UMI 
No. AAT 9942153) Retrieved July 260, 2007 from Digital Dissertations database. 
 
Spady, W. G. (1970). Dropouts from higher education: An interdisciplinary review and 
synthesis. Interchange, 1, 64-65. 
 
Spady, W. G. (1971). Dropouts from higher education: Toward an empirical model.  
Interchange, 2(3), 38-62. 
 
Stake, R. (1995). The art of case research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 
 
Steinmann, T.D, Pope, M. L. & Miller, M. T. (2004). Research on the Community  
College Transfer Student: an Adequate Indicator of Practice Issues? In B. Jacobs, 
B. Lauren, M. Miller, & D. Nadler (Eds.), The college transfer student in 
America: The forgotten student. Washington, DC: American Association of 
Collegiate Registrars and Admissions Officers. 
 
Stevens, J.P. (2002) Applied multivariate statistics for the social sciences (4
th
 ed.).  
 Hillsdale, NJ: Erlbaum. 
 
Summers, M. D. (2003). ERIC review: Attrition research at community colleges.  
Community College Review, 30, 64-85. 
 
Swing, R. L. (2000). Transfer student support programs. Brevard, NC: Policy Center on  
the First-Year of College, Brevard College. 
 
Tashakkori, A., & Teddlie, C. (1998). Mixed methodology: Combining the qualitative  
and quantitative approaches. Applied Social Research Methods Series 46. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage. 
 
Tinto, V. (1987). Leaving college: Rethinking the causes and cures of student attrition.  
Chicago: University of Chicago Press.  
 
Tinto, V. (1993). Leaving college: Rethinking the causes and causes of student attrition.  
(2
nd
 ed.). Chicago: The University of Chicago Press. 
 
 
 
 222 
 
 
Tinto, V. (1994). Learning communities, collaborative learning, and the pedagogy of  
educational citizenship. Chicago, IL: National Association of State Universities 
and Land-Grant Colleges. 
  
Tinto, V. (1996). Reconstructing the first year of college. Planning for Higher  
Education, 25 (1). 
 
Tinto, V. (2004) Student success and the building of involving educational communities.  
Retrieved December 13, 2004, from 
http://soeweb.syr.edu/academics/grad/higher_education/vtinto.cfm. 
 
Townsend, B. K. (1993). University practices that hinder the academic success of 
community college transfer students. Paper presented at the Annual Meeting of 
the Association for the Study of Higher Education. Pittsburg, PA. 
 
Townsend, B. K. (1995). Community college transfer students: A case study of survival. 
The Review of Higher Education, 18(2), 175-193. 
 
Townsend, B.K. (2000). "A second chance for whom? Rationales of community colleges  
for enrolling reverse transfers," Community College Journal of Research and 
Practice, 24(4), 301-311. 
 
Townsend, B.K. (2001). Redefining the community college transfer mission. Community  
College Review, 29(2), 29-42. 
 
Townsend, B. K., & Wilson, K. B. (2006). A hand hold for a little bit: Factors facilitating  
the success of community college transfer students to a large research university. 
Journal of College Student Development, 47(4), July-August 2006. 
 
Upcraft, M. Lee., Gardner, John N., & Associates. (1989). The freshman year  
experience: Helping students survive and succeed in college. San Francisco, CA: 
Jossey-Bass. 
 
U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics (2005, November).Occupational employment projections  
to 2014 Monthly Labor Review Online, 128(11), 75. Retrieved on December 23, 
2006 from http://www.bls.gov/opub/mlr/2005/11/contents.htm. 
 
U.S. Census Bureau (2009, January). Educational attainment in the United States: 2007 
 population characteristics. Retrieved on October 16, 2009 from 
 http://www.census.gov/population/www/socdemo/educ-attn.html 
 
U.S. Department of Education (1994). Prisoners of time: The report of the national  
education commission on time and learning. Retrieved on December, 20, 2006 
from http://www.ed.gov/pubs/PrisonersOfTime/index.html. 
 
 
 223 
 
U.S. Department of Education, (2006). A test of leadership: Charting the future of U.S.  
higher education. Washington, D.C. Retrieved on May 9, 2007 from  
 http://www.ed.gov/about/bdscomm/list/hiedfuture/reports/pre-pub-report.pdf. 
 
U.S. News & World Report, (February, 22, 2005). Nontraditional students and  
circumstances: Special considerations that could affect your route to financial aid. 
Retrieved on December 20, 2006, from  
http://www.usnews.com/usnews/edu/articles/040819/19sb_nontraditional.htm. 
 
Voorhees, R. (2000). Financing Community College for a New Century. In M. Paulsen &  
J. Smart (Eds.), The Finance of Higher Education: Theory, Research, Policy and 
Practice. Edison, NJ: Agathon Press.  
 
Wellman, J. (2002). State policy and community college-baccalaureate transfer (No. 02- 
6). Washington, DC: The National Center for Public Policy and Higher Education 
and the Institute for Higher Education Policy.  
 
Whitfield, M. (2005). Transfer-student performance in upper-division chemistry courses:  
 Implications for curricular reform and alignment. Community College Journal of 
 Research and Practice, 29(7), 531-545. 
 
Wrenn, C. G. (1935). Adjustment of Junior College Transfers. Junior College Journal, V  
(March, 1935. p. 281).  
 
Zook, G. (April, 1927). "The Extent and Significance of the Junior College Movement."  
Transactions of the Fifty-sixth Annual Meeting of the Ohio College Association 8-
11. Retrieved online on May 5, 2007 from  
http://junior-college-history.org/Sources/ZookOhio.html. 
 
Zwerling, S. (1976). Second best: The crisis of the community college. New York, NY: 
McGraw-Hill. 
 
 
 
 
 
 224 
 
Appendix A  
Transfer Student Adjustment Survey  
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 225 
 
 226 
 
 227 
 
 228 
 
 229 
 
 230 
 
 231 
 
 232 
 
 233 
 
Appendix B  
 
Invitation to Participate  
 
         DATE 
Dear Community College Transfer Student,  
 
As the Coordinator of Orientation & Transition Services at _______ _______ _______ I am 
pleased to share information with you about an exciting opportunity with Scott Peska, a doctoral 
candidate at the University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign. Scott is an alumnus from ___ who was 
also a transfer student and is now conducting his dissertation research on the adjustment of 
community college transfer students to ___.  
 
You have also received this invitation electronically to your ___ e-mail. Please read his letter 
below inviting you to participate in this study.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
________________ 
Coordinator of Orientation & Transition Services 
_______ _____ __________ 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
 
Hello transfer students, 
 
Thank you for considering taking 10-15 minutes to complete the following online survey on your 
adjustment to ___.  
 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=fM6kL1CtmndYJvX4M_2b8kAw_3d_3d 
 
Your participation in this study may benefit future community college transfer students as the 
results will be shared in a report to ___. The findings could lend support to the enhancement of 
programs and services designed to help community college transfer students as they adjust. Please 
consider taking the time right now to fill out his brief online survey. By participating you will be 
entered into a drawing to win an i-pod video nano. Your odds of winning are projected to be 1 in 
500. This is my way of thanking you for taking the survey right now.  
 
All participants must be 18 years or older to partake in this study. If you have any questions 
regarding this project, or if you would like a paper version, contact met directly at 
speska@gmail.com or 815-753-0944.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Scott Peska 
Doctoral student at UIUC 
 
THIS SURVEY WILL ONLY TAKE 10-15 MINUTES OF YOUR TIME 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=fM6kL1CtmndYJvX4M_2b8kAw_3d_3d 
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Appendix C  
 
Invitation to Participate – Second Notice  
         DATE 
Dear Community College Transfer Student,  
 
This is your second notice to participate in an important research study. As the Coordinator of 
Orientation & Transition Services at _______ _______ _______ I am pleased to share 
information with you about an exciting opportunity with Scott Peska, a doctoral candidate at the 
University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign. Scott is an alumnus from ___ who was also a transfer 
student and is now conducting his dissertation research on the adjustment of community college 
transfer students to ___.  
 
You have also received this invitation electronically to your ___ e-mail. Please read his letter 
below inviting you to participate in this study.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
________________ 
Coordinator of Orientation & Transition Services 
_______ _____ __________ 
--------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
Hello transfer students, 
 
You should have received my prior letter asking for your participation in my research 
study on the adjustment process of community college transfer students. It is critical in 
survey research to have enough participants to generalize the findings. Please take the 
next 10-15 minutes and take the brief online survey linked below. Your help is sincerely 
appreciated.  
 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=fM6kL1CtmndYJvX4M_2b8kAw_3d_3d 
 
Your participation in this study may benefit future community college transfer students as the 
results will be shared in a report to ___. Please consider taking the time right now to fill out this 
brief online survey. By participating you will be entered into a drawing to win an i-pod video 
nano. Your odds of winning are projected to be 1 in 500. This is my way of thanking you for 
taking the survey right now.  
 
All participants must be 18 years or older to partake in this study. If you have any questions 
regarding this project, or if you would like a paper version, contact met directly at 
speska@gmail.com or 815-753-0944.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Scott Peska 
Doctoral student at UIUC 
 
THIS SURVEY WILL ONLY TAKE 10-15 MINUTES OF YOUR TIME 
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Appendix D 
Informed Consent (Online Survey)  
ADULT (18 or older) 
Educational Organizational Leadership, University of Illinois at Urbana-Campaign 
 
Please read this informed consent page carefully before checking the ―I agree‖ box below to 
continue to the survey. It is recommended that you print this page as your copy of the informed 
consent form.  
 
You are invited to participate in this study examining the adjustment of community college 
transfer students being conducted by Scott Peska, a graduate student at the University of Illinois 
Urbana-Champaign If you have any questions about this study please contact Scott at 815-753-
0944 (speska@gmail.com) or his adviser, Dr. Debra Bragg at 217-244-8974 (dbragg@uiuc.edu). 
If you agree to participate in this study you will be asked to complete the following online 
questionnaire, which will take approximately 10-15 minutes. Additionally, at the end of the 
survey, you will be invited to provide contact information to participate in a small group 
interview process to further explore the adjustment of community college transfer students. No 
remuneration is provided for your participation.  
 
The risks associated with your participation are minimal. Participating in this study will require 
10-15 minutes of your time. Another risk might include the fear of sharing specific information 
regarding your personal adjustment experiences in a focus group setting. The researcher will 
follow strict ethical rules of confidentiality conducting research. Any personal contact 
information shared will remain confidential. Results from the proposed research will be 
disseminated through a dissertation, reports to the research institution, journal articles, and 
professional association conference presentations. To protect the identity of respondents all 
names and personally identifiable language will be modified on all publications and 
presentations. The benefits of participation will result in a report to ___ detailing the adjustment 
experiences of community college transfer students. Additionally, you may benefit from this 
study by gaining insight into institutional resources that may aid in furthering your adjustment to 
___. 
 
Your participation is completely voluntary and may be withdrawn at any time without penalty or 
prejudice. You do not have to answer all of the questions if you do not want to and can select not 
applicable. If you have any questions about your rights as a research participant, please contact 
Anne Robertson, Bureau of Educational Research, at 217-333-3023 or arobrtsn@uiuc.edu or the 
Institutional Review Board at 217-333-2670 or irb@uiuc.edu. Additionally, you can contact ___'s 
Research Office at (309) 438 - 2528 or researchoffice@___.edu for information about 
participants' rights.  
 
I thank you for your time and thoughtful responses. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Scott Peska 
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Appendix E 
Informed Consent Form (Small Group Interviews)  
ADULT (18 or older) 
Educational Organizational Leadership, University of Illinois-Urbana Champaign 
 
You are invited to be a small group interview participant in the research project titled ―Timing is 
Everthing: A Comparative Study of the Adjustment Process of Fall and Mid-Year Community 
College Transfer Students at a Public, Four-Year University‖ being conducted by Scott Peska, a 
graduate student at the University of Illinois Urbana-Champaign. If you have any questions about 
this study please contact Scott Peska at 815-753-0944 (speska@gmail.com) or Scott‘s adviser, 
Dr. Debra Bragg at 217-244-8974 (dbragg@uiuc.edu). The purpose of this study is to examine 
the adjustment experiences of community college transfer students. 
 
The small group interviews will last 1- 1 ½ hours to explore the adjustment experiences of 
community college transfer students after transferring to ___. Participation is completely 
voluntary and you may withdraw or decline to comment at any time without penalty or prejudice. 
There is no remuneration for participating in the small group interviews; however, a meal will be 
provided concluding this small group interview process as means of thanking you for your time.  
 
The risks associated with participation in the small group interviews are minimal. One risk is that 
participating in this small group interview will take approximately 1 – 1 ½ hours of your time. 
Another risk may include the fear of sharing specific information regarding your personal 
adjustment experiences. The researcher will follow strict ethical rules of confidentiality 
conducting research. Additionally, your anonymity will be protected by having names and 
personally identifiable language modified to protect the identity of respondents on all publications 
and presentations. With these risks in mind, the benefits to the education community outweigh 
these risks. The benefits of participation will result in a report to ______ ______ ______ detailing 
the adjustment experiences of community college transfer students. Additionally, you may benefit 
from this study by gaining insight to institutional resources that may further aid in your 
adjustment process to ___. 
 
As an encouragement for participating all participants will be provided with a meal (pizza or sub 
sandwiches), $7.00 value, which will be provided at the conclusion of the small group interview.  
 
Your participation is completely voluntary and may be withdrawn at any time without penalty or 
prejudice. You do not have to answer all the questions if do not wish to. If you have any 
questions about your rights as a research participant, please contact Anne Robertson, Bureau of 
Educational Research, at 217-333-3023 or arobrtsn@uiuc.edu or contact the Institutional Review 
Board at 217-333-2670 or irb@uiuc.edu. Additionally, you can contact ___'s Research & 
Sponsored Projects (309) 438 – 2528 or e-mail at researchoffice@___.edu for information about 
participants' rights. 
 
Your signature below indicates that you have read and understand this informed consent and 
confidentiality waiver in its entirety. Specifically, all information gathered during this small 
group interview will be kept confidential by the researcher and anonymity will be kept, in that no 
names or identifiable characteristics will be written in the dissertation, reports to the university, 
journal publications, or conference presentations. By signing below, you are also agreeing to 
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keep information discussed in the small group interview setting confidential and keep the 
confidentiality of other participants. 
 
I understand that my consent to participate in this project does not constitute a waiver of any legal 
rights or redress I might have as a result of my participation, and I acknowledge that I have 
received a copy of this consent form. 
 ___________________________     __________ 
Signature       Date  
 
I also have been informed that these interviews will be audio recorded to be transcribed at a later 
date. My signature below acknowledges my consent to be audio recorded for this small group 
interview. 
 
__________________________     ___________ 
Signature       Date 
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Appendix F 
 
Small Group Interview Guide  
 
FALL 2008 AND MIDYEAR 2009 
 
Prior to participants arriving for the small group interview, the researcher and moderator will: 
 
- Make sure there are enough copies of the informed consent waiver for each participant. 
- Arrive 15 minutes prior to the schedule meeting time to ensure that the room is unlocked 
and set up appropriately for the interview. 
- Check the batteries for the digital recording device and test the recording device to ensure 
it is in proper working condition. 
 
After the participants arrive, the moderator will: 
 
- Pass out the informed consent forms and read the waiver aloud. Have each member sign a 
copy along with the confidentiality waiver. 
- Begin the recording and ask for each participant to say their name. 
- The moderator will read the following: 
―You are here to participate in a small group interview process to share your 
adjustment experiences after transferring to ___. The purpose of these interviews 
is to go into more depth than the survey instrument. Please be open and honest in 
your responses and respect each other‘s responses. There are a few ground rules 
to cover before we begin. First, please take turns in speaking and withhold 
interruptions. This will enhance the clarity of the digital recording which will be 
transcribed for analysis later. Second, please state your name before you speak. If 
you are commenting on another person‘s comment please refer to that person by 
name (give an example). Third, please be specific and detailed about your 
adjustment. Last, as the moderator, I may ask for others to share, or move us 
along to another question due to time constraints. Are there any questions before 
we begin?‖  
 
 Interview Questions: 
 
1. What social factors have influenced [or shaped] your adjustment to ___? 
2. What personal factors have influenced [or shaped] your adjustment to ___? 
3. What academic factors have influenced [or shaped] your adjustment to ___? 
4. What factors that may not fit into one of the three mentioned categories have influenced [or 
shaped] your adjustment to ___? 
5. What barriers [obstacles/difficulties] have you experienced adjusting to life at ___? 
6. What activities [events, or resources], if any, have assisted in your adjustment to life at ___? 
7. What can ___ do to enhance the adjustment process for community college transfer students? 
8. What has not been asked about the adjustment process that you feel important to share? 
9. Do you feel the adjustment process is different for community college transfer students that 
are [non traditional, commuter, non-commuter, traditional]? 
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Appendix G 
 
Justification of Recoding N/A Responses 
 
 
 
In hindsight I would not have offered the selection of Not Applicable for every survey 
item about adjustment. Although for some it is appropriate for many of the items 
selection of not applicable is not justified. The following rationale is applied to recode 
these items to either disagree or agree. 
 
Item 1. It was easy to identify opportunities to interact with other students at ___. 
Selection of not applicable would indicate that they were not actively engaged in 
identifying opportunities, which would mean that opportunities were not easily 
identifiable. By selecting not applicable (n=3) the researcher believes that the respondents 
did not actively engage in identifying opportunities to interact with other students. 
Therefore by default these opportunities were not easily identifiable and these three 
responses will be recoded to disagree. 
 
Item 2. I found opportunities for involvement in out-of-class activities at ___ to be 
plentiful. By selection not applicable (n=10) the researcher believes that respondents 
were not interested in or looking for opportunities for involvement in out-of-class 
activities. Both not applicable and disagree indicate that out-of-class activities for 
involvement were not plentiful. 
 
Item 3. My I___ academic adviser was helpful. Selection of not applicable (n=6) may 
indicate that respondents likely did not meet with their academic adviser. Therefore, it is 
important to leave these n/a responses as they are. They may be replaced with blanks or 
the mean if suitable for analysis. 
  
Item 4. ___ faculty members were easy to approach. By selecting not applicable (n=2) 
respondents may indicate that they did not try to approach any faculty members. 
Therefore, these respondents will be included with the disagree because not interacting is 
similar to not finding faculty easy to approach for interaction.  
 
Item 5. Upon transferring, I felt alone and isolated at ___. Selection of not applicable 
(n=3) would indicate that either respondents did not transfer, which is a known fact or 
they did not experience any feelings of alone or isolation. Therefore, these not applicable 
will be combined with disagree. 
 
Item 6. I had no trouble finding my way around ___‘s campus. Selection of not 
applicable (N=1) might mean they did not need to find their way around ___‘s campus, 
which could mean they took online courses or distant education courses. Therefore, it is 
important to leave these n/a responses as they are. They may be replaced with blanks or 
the mean if suitable for analysis. 
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Item 7 My first semester, I felt overwhelmed by the size of ___‘s student body (more 
than 25,000 students). Selection of not applicable (n=2) might indicate they felt 
indifferent to the size of the student body, or did not experience the size of the student 
body because they were online or distant education students. Regardless, they did not feel 
overwhelmed, therefore these responses will be combined with disagree.  
 
Item 8. ___ faculty seemed just as interested in teaching students as my community 
college instructors. Not applicable responses (n=2) could possibly mean respondents did 
not have ___ faculty or did not have community college instructors (both seem 
implausible) For some reason respondents are unable to compare the two, thus could 
combined with disagree because they did not find ___ faculty as interested in teaching.  
 
 
Item 9 My level of stress increased when I started at ___. Selection of not applicable 
(n=2) may indicate that these individual did not experience any stress, which could be 
combined with disagreeing that their stress level increased. Conversely they stress level 
could have been at it‘s highest point prior to starting ___, in which case could also be 
combined with disagree because it could not increase further. 
 
Item 10. My work responsibilities interfered with my ability to get involved at ___. 
Individuals who selected not applicable (n=55) are assumed to not have any work 
responsibilities. Therefore, they will be combined into disagree, because not having work 
responsibilities would not interfere with their ability to get involved. 
 
Item 11. I felt comfortable interacting with ___ faculty before or after classes. Individuals 
who selected not applicable (n=5) are assumed to have not interacted with faculty before 
or after classes regardless of their comfort level. They will be combined with disagree in 
that no interaction assumes some level of discomfort in approaching faculty before or 
after class.  
 
Item 12. I attended one or more social events/activities at ___. Individuals who selected 
not applicable (n=22) are essentially stating that they did not attend any social events or 
activities, and therefore will be combined with disagree. 
 
Item 13 There appears to be more services to help freshmen adjust to campus life than 
there are for transfer students. Individuals who selected not applicable (n=20) are 
assumed to not be aware of services geared to help freshmen. Not applicable will remain 
not applicable as it is not appropriate to combine with either disagree or agree. These will 
either be turned to blanks or the mean score if appropriate for the analysis. 
 
Item 14. I met students at ___who have values and attitudes which are similar to my own. 
Individuals who selected not applicable (n=7) are assumed to not have met any students 
at ___ or were unable to identify the values of students who they met. These responses 
will be combined with disagree in that those students also did not identify students who 
had values or attitudes similar.  
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Item 15. Activities offered by ___during the first week of the semester helped me connect 
with other ___ students socially. Individuals that selected not applicable (n=46) either did 
not attend activities offered by __during the first week or were unaware of these 
activities. Regardless, these responses will be combined with disagree responses since 
they are assumed to have similar meaning. 
 
Item 16. The weather inhibited my ability to travel to and from classes with ease. 
Individuals who selected not applicable (n=9) are assumed to not have traveled to or from 
classes. Therefore the weather did not inhibit their ability to travel and will be combined 
with disagree responses.  
 
Item 17. I felt intimidated visiting a faculty member in his or her office. Individuals who 
selected not applicable (n=21) are assumed to not have visited faculty in their offices. 
These items will remain not applicable because it is difficult to assume any level of their 
intimidation with faculty. Hence they will be turned to blanks or mean scores during 
appropriate analysis. 
 
Item 18. I found it easy to make friends at __. Individuals who selected not applicable 
(n=3) are suspected to not have made or did not try to make any friends at ___. 
Therefore, they did not find it easy to make friends and will be combined with those who 
selected disagree. 
 
Item 19. I found ___ students to be more academically competitive than students from 
my community college. Individuals who selected not applicable (n=6) likely did not meet 
any other students (reference similar numbers in 14). Therefore, these individual will be 
combined with disagree because they did not find ___ students to be more academically 
competitive. 
 
Item 20. I made as many friends as I would like at ___. The individuals who selected not 
applicable (n=6) are believed to not have made any friends, or did not want to make 
friends at __. They will be combined with disagree in the assumption that they disagree 
with the statement.  
 
Item 21. I found ___ faculty members to be accessible to students. Individuals who 
selected not applicable (n=3) either had no experience with faculty members or were 
unable to determine if they were accessible. By this line of reasoning, they will be 
combined with disagree in that they clearly did not find faculty accessible. 
 
 Item 22. I felt like ___ faculty members cared that I came to class. Individuals who 
selected not applicable (n=3) either did not attend class (may have been online students) 
or were unable to interpret if their faculty cared. These responses will be combined with 
disagree because they clearly did not feel like ___ faculty cared.  
 
Item 23. I was satisfied with the courses I was able to register for my first semester at 
___. The individual who responded not applicable (n=1) either did not register for any 
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courses or was impartial about the registration process. Regardless, the response will be 
combined with disagree since the individual clearly was not satisfied. 
 
Item 24. After a few weeks, I began to feel like I ―fit in‖ at ___. Individuals who selected 
not applicable (n=4) are believed to not physically attend ___ (online students) or did not 
care about their whether they fit in or not. These responses will be combined with 
disagree because clearly they did not feel like they fit in. 
 
Item 25. My family responsibilities interfered with my ability to get involved at ___. 
Individuals who selected not applicable (n=34) are believed to have no family 
responsibilities. Therefore these responses will be combined with disagree because there 
was no interference from family responsibilities in getting involved at ___. 
 
Item 26. I experienced little to no difficulty adjusting to faculty expectations at ___. 
Individuals who selected not applicable (n=2) either had no faculty (taught by GAs) or 
were unsure of their adjustment. These responses will be combined with disagree in that 
they clearly do not agree with the statement. 
 
Item 27. The physical layout and size of ___ is intimidating. Individual that selected not 
applicable (n=1) either is an online student or could not access whether they were 
intimidated by the layout. This response will be combined with disagree because they 
clearly did not find the campus layout to be intimidating.  
 
Item 28. I was prepared financially to attend ___. Individuals who selected not applicable 
(n=3) may not be paying for ___ on their own. If that is the case they are assumed to be 
financially prepared, and would know if they were unprepared. These responses will be 
added with agree responses.  
 
Item 29. I was satisfied with the course times available when I registered my first 
semester at ___. Individuals that responded not applicable (n=32) could not discern their 
level of satisfaction. By not checking agree or strongly agree it is clear they were not 
satisfied and will be combined with disagree responses.  
 
Item 30. Student clubs and organizations at ___ appear to focus their recruitment efforts 
towards new freshmen rather than community college transfer students. Individuals who 
selected not applicable (n=23) are believe to not be aware of student clubs and 
organization recruitment efforts. These individuals will remain not applicable because 
there is not enough information to judge their opinion clearly.  
 
Item 31. I was confident upon transferring that I could perform well academically at___. 
The individual that selected not applicable either could not assess their confidence level 
or was unsure of what perform well academically meant. This response will be combined 
with disagree since they clearly did not agree with the statement. 
 
Item 32. I felt comfortable socializing before or after class with students in my classes. 
Individuals who selected not applicable (n=2) are believed to not partake in social 
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activities before or after class or did not attend traditional classes (online students). These 
two responses will remain the same since we cannot determine. They will be replaced 
with the mean?  
 
Item 33. The courses at ___ were more demanding than courses I took at the community 
college. The individuals who selected not applicable (n=9) are believe to be unable to 
access the level of demand for the courses they took at ___. One can presume that they 
would be able to identify courses that are more demanding than prior course taken and 
therefore the responses will be combined with disagree. 
 
Item 34. All of the credits I expected to transfer were accepted by ___. Individuals who 
selected not applicable (n=4) are believed to not know if all their credits expected 
transferred. These responses will remain as is and replaced with blanks or the mean.  
 
Item 35. I felt my experiences at community college prepared me for writing research 
papers at ___. Individuals who selected not applicable (n=37) are believed to not have 
written research papers at ___ or are in a program of study that does not require research 
papers. These responses will be kept as is and replaced with the mean?  
 
Item 36. I felt my experiences at community college prepared me for giving class 
presentations at ___. Individuals who selected not applicable (n=37) are believed to not 
have given class presentations at ___ or are in a program of study that does not require 
class presentations. These responses will be kept as is and replaced with the mean or 
changed to blanks. 
 
Item 37. I felt my experiences at community college prepared me for taking essay exams 
at ___. Individuals that selected not applicable (n=40) are believed to not have taken 
essay exams at ___ or are in a program of study that does not require essay exams. These 
responses will be kept as is and replaced with blanks or the mean.  
 
Item 38. I felt my experiences at community college prepared me for working on group 
projects at ___. Individuals who selected not applicable (n=26) are believed to not have 
been assigned group projects at ___ or are in a program of study that does not require 
group projects. These responses will be kept as is and replaced with blanks or the mean. 
 
Item 39. I felt my experiences at community college prepared me for interacting with 
faculty and staff at ___. Individuals who selected not applicable (n=9) are believed to be 
able to adequately assess what prepared them for interacting with faculty and staff at ___. 
These responses will be kept as is and replaced with blanks or the mean. 
 
  
  
